Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

In accordance with NEPA, NCDOT published a DEIS for the I-26 Connector Project in October 2015.
The DEIS described the purpose of and need for the project, identified project alternatives, and
evaluated them for potential environmental effects. Since the DEIS was published, a preferred
alternative has been chosen based on feedback from the public and environmental reqgulatory and
resource agencies. This FEIS is presented in the same order as the DEIS, with clarification and
updates such as changes in the existing environment, updated impacts anticipated from the
preferred alternative, and responses to comments received on the DEIS. Some information from
the DEIS is summarized, and substantive new information is noted in italics.

CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The probable effects of implementing the proposed project on the human, physical, cultural, and
natural environments within the project study area are described in this chapter. The existing
conditions for the human, physical, cultural, and natural environments are presented in
Chapter 3.

4.1 DIRECT IMPACTS

4.1.1 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Community impact assessment is a process to evaluate the effects of a transportation project on
a community and its quality of life. The assessment process is an integral part of project planning
and development and describes how the proposed project would affect the people within the
DCIA. The following sections provide details on direct impacts that would result from the
preferred alternative.

4.1.1.1 Community Facilities and Services

Parks and Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Chapter 2, the DEIS reported that the preferred alternative was expected to require
the reconstruction of approximately 316 linear feet of the French Broad River Greenway at the
western end of the Carrier Park property to allow the reconnection of Old Amboy Road and
provide access to several properties west of Carrier Park along the banks of the French Broad
River. Since publication of the DEIS and design refinement of the preferred alternative, the
configuration at Amboy Road was realigned and avoided any required reconstruction of the
greenway.

The preferred alternative would impact approximately 0.82 acre of the existing Amboy Road
frontage of Carrier Park for additional right-of-way and construction easements. The Carrier Park
property contains a wide paved shoulder along the existing Amboy Road frontage. This
unchannelized, wide paved shoulder has provided perpendicular parking for the site since it
belonged to the Asheville Motor Speedway. It remains even though the city has created additional
parking areas within the park. Almost all the acreage of additional right-of-way required from
Carrier Park would be from this paved shoulder area. According to the City of Asheville Parks and
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Recreation officials, future plans for the park call for the removal of this parking. More
information on the impacts to this facility is included in the Section 4(f) evaluation in Chapter 5.

The preferred alternative in Section B would require placement of bents in the French Broad River,
which is designated by the state as a paddle trail, during construction of bridges over the French
Broad River. More information on the impacts to this facility is included in the Section 4(f)
evaluation in Chapter 5.

Schools

While no schools would be displaced by the preferred alternative, it is anticipated that temporary
impacts and changes in access would result for the Isaac Dickson Elementary School located on
Hill Street and the Asheville City Schools Preschool located on Haywood Road. The historic
Asheville School property would also incur right of way and construction easement impacts in
Section C. However, these impacts would not displace the school. Additional discussion regarding
the Asheville City Schools Preschool (also referred to as West Asheville/Aycock School) and
Asheville School is included in Section 4.1.4.1.

Daycare Facilities, Cemeteries, Public Housing Units, Post Offices, and Hospitals

No daycare facilities, cemeteries, public housing units, post offices, or hospitals would be directly
affected by the proposed project.

Churches

While no churches would be displaced by the preferred alternative, it is anticipated that right-of-
way and temporary construction impacts would result at the Hill Street Baptist Church,
Community Baptist Church in the Burton Street Community, Crossroads Assembly Church on Bear
Creek Road, and the Haywood Street Congregation on Haywood Street.

The EIS Relocation Reports indicate that Community Baptist Church in the Burton Street
Community would be displaced as a result of Section A (NCDOT 2018). Design refinements to the
preferred alternative have reduced impacts to the Community Baptist Church, which would
impact parking behind the church but would not require relocation of the structure.

Commercial Corridors and Nodes

Impacts from the preferred alternative in Section A would include economic effects associated
with the loss of on-street parking, short-term access impacts associated with construction
activities, and potential impacts to public transportation in the Haywood Road Commercial
Corridor.

Impacts to the Patton Avenue Commercial Corridor from the preferred alternative in Section B
would result in economic effects associated with short-term access and mobility impacts during
construction activities. Although high negative short-term effects are anticipated during
construction of the proposed project, it is anticipated that some of the effects would be
tempered by the fact that a few of the businesses are regional destinations and do not rely on
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drive-by traffic for patronage. The preferred alternative is expected to enhance the corridor as
an urban boulevard due to the removal of interstate traffic from 1-240. The separation of local
and interstate traffic would provide opportunities for enhanced community connections that are
identified in several local plans.

Impacts to the Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor from the preferred alternative in Section B
would result in visual impacts related to construction of a bridge structure over the roadway.
Impacts to the corridor may result in economic effects associated with short-term access and
mobility impacts during construction activities. The exit ramp from US 19-23-70 northbound to
Hill Street and from Riverside Drive to US 19-23-70 southbound would be removed, reducing
accessibility to the Montford and Houston/Courtland neighborhoods. Hill Street between
Riverside Drive and Montford Avenue would become a local roadway without connection to the
proposed freeway.

Police, Fire, and Emergency Services

Buncombe County Rescue Squad Station Number 2 and Asheville Fire Station No. 3 are the only
emergency services facilities within the DCIA. Approximately 90 percent to 94 percent of the
responses from these facilities utilize Patton Avenue, including the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges
and/or existing I-240 south of Patton Avenue.

According to local officials, the proposed project could affect emergency response times.
Response times may temporarily increase during construction of the project due to increased
congestion resulting from construction activities, potential access restrictions in construction
zones, lane closures, and detours. Local officials indicated that alternative access to the
Buncombe County Rescue Squad was available but requested that construction phasing details
be coordinated with local emergency service providers. This coordination would include
Buncombe County Rescue Squad, Department of Emergency Services of Buncombe County, and
the City of Asheville Fire Department. Upon completion of the project, it is anticipated that
emergency response times along the corridor may decrease, especially during peak hour traffic,
due to improved system linkages, interchange modifications, reduced congestion, and greater
capacity along the corridor.

4.1.1.2 Relocations

It is NCDOT policy to aid those affected by transportation improvements as required under the
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its
revisions. This Act is intended to ensure that displaced individuals, families, and businesses
receive fair, consistent, and equitable treatment, and are not affected disproportionately by
projects that benefit the general public. The NCDOT Relocation Unit provides relocation
assistance and benefits to those who are displaced during acquisition for highway projects.

A relocation report was prepared by the NCDOT in August 2018 (included in Appendix D) and the
estimated residential, business, and non-profit relocations associated with the preferred
alternative of each section, as described in the report, are summarized in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1: Relocations Associated with the Preferred Alternative

. EStlm‘.'ted 'I.'otal Estimated Total Estimated Total Non-
Section Residential . . . .
. Business Relocations Profit Relocations
Relocations
Section C 14 2 0
Section A 71 14
Section B 29 19 1

Source: EIS Relocation Reports for STIP Project I-2513 (NCDOT 2019b).

According to North Carolina General Statute 133-10.1, Authorization for Replacement Housing,
as a last resort, if a project cannot proceed to actual construction because of the lack of
availability of comparable sale or rental housing, or because federal-aid payments are in excess
of those otherwise authorized by this Article, the state or its agencies may provide for the
construction and renovation of housing through private contractors, purchase sites and
improvements, or sell or lease the premises to the displaced person. Local governments and
agencies may also provide assistance authorized under the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended, for last resort housing.

4.1.1.3 Community Effects

Effects for the individual communities within the study area were summarized in the DEIS by
using  FHWA’s Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation
(USDOT/FHWA 1996) and considered both the positive and negative effects on the community
from the proposed project.

Residential and business displacements are anticipated in the Fairfax/Virginia, the
Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View, Emma Road/Bingham Road, Burton Street, and Westwood Place
communities. In general, however, the project is expected to enhance the ability of residents to
access neighborhoods and community facilities. The project also includes various greenway and
multi-use path connections and includes the construction of these features in various locations
as part of the project designs, which will in general increase mobility and pedestrian connectivity.

The following sections include a discussion of the direct and indirect impacts to communities and
neighborhoods as a result of the preferred alternative.

Clairmont Crest and Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Communities (Section C)

These communities are not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired
to construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within these two
communities. Overall, the effect of the preferred alternative on the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home
Park and Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Communities would be low, as the preferred alternative
is the farthest away from these communities of the alternatives studied. The project would aid
regional travel for the residents of both communities. Notification letters were sent to residents
of the two communities in September 2016 noting that no direct impacts are anticipated to the
community as a result of the proposed project designs, but that NCDOT will continue to include
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them on the project mailing list and provide updates and notifications of project milestones as
they became available.

Morningside Park Community (Section A)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
Overall, the effect of the preferred alternative on the Morningside Park Community would be
relatively minor due to the proximity of the community to the project. The proposed modifications
between Brevard Road and Amboy Road would result in some benefits to the residents through
improved vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access to some areas east of I-26/1-240, such as Carrier
Park. The proposed project would not result in any displacements or physical intrusions in
Morningside Park.

Due to its proximity to the Fairfax/Virginia Community, residents of Morningside Park were
included in all correspondence and meeting notifications as described below.

Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community (Section A)

This community would incur direct impacts in the form of residential displacements along
Kentucky Drive. The preferred alternative would increase mobility and access and provide modest
improvements in safety in the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community. However, the
project would include recurring impacts to a residential neighborhood, noise impacts, visual
impacts, and potential difficulties finding replacement housing within financial means. In
addition, the proposed project is anticipated to displace housing units in the
Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community.

This community is part of a larger neighborhood named EWANA (East-West Asheville
Neighborhood Association), which is defined as the area between 1-240 and the French Broad
River. NCDOT held a small group meeting with EWANA on June 5, 2017, to provide an opportunity
for residents to ask questions regarding the project, review design concepts at Amboy Road,
Brevard Road, and Haywood Road, and get feedback from the community on the impacts and
benefits to their community from the project.

Additional information regarding coordination with the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area
Community can be found in Chapter 8.

Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community (Section A)

This community would incur direct impacts as a result of the project due to residential relocations
and right of way acquisition along the periphery of the neighborhood. Overall, the effect of the
preferred alternative on the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community is anticipated to provide better
local connectivity to and circulation within the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area, including a direct
vehicular and pedestrian connection to Carrier Park. Since publication of the DEIS, NCDOT held
meetings with residents of the Fairfax/Virginia Community in March 2017 and September 2017
to discuss the designs of the preferred alternative in this area. As discussed in Chapter 2, this
coordination led to design refinements at Amboy Road and Brevard Road. The design of the
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preferred alternative replaces the Amboy Road Extension shown in the DEIS with a ramp to reduce
the width and minimize impacts, eliminates right-in/right-out access to Fairfax Avenue and
Virginia Avenue, and replaces traffic signals at Amboy Road with roundabouts.

A notification letter was sent to residents of the Fairfax/Virginia Community in September 2017
to confirm the refined design would replace the Amboy Extension, as originally shown in the DEIS.

Westwood Place Community (Sections A and B)

This community would incur direct impacts due to proposed right of way acquisition along the
northern and western periphery of the community. New pedestrian and bicycle facilities on Patton
Avenue may increase the quality of life within the community due to the direct bicycle and
pedestrian connection to Patton Avenue and across the French Broad River to downtown
Asheville. The community is also anticipated to benefit from improved pedestrian and bicycle
safety on Patton Avenue and a decrease in emergency response times following construction of
the project. In addition, the project would not change the traffic patterns on the surface streets
within the Westwood Place Community.

Like the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community, this community is part of the EWANA
neighborhood and was included in the notification to meet with NCDOT in June 2017.

Burton Street Community (Sections A and B)

This community would incur direct impacts as a result of the project due to residential relocations
and right of way acquisition to construct the project. This community was previously impacted
by the original construction of 1-240 in the 1960s and US 19-23-70 in the 1970s, which severed
access and socio-economic connections across these corridors, and would therefore experience
unmitigated recurring impacts due to the proposed project. Overall, the effect of the preferred
alternative on the Burton Street Community would include recurring impacts to community
cohesion, reduction in neighborhood land, loss of community resources, changes in access and
connectivity, and relocations. As a low wealth, historically African-American neighborhood
experiencing notable property value increases and replacement of small, older houses with larger
new structures, minority residents facing relocation will likely be displaced from their
neighborhood. Initial designs indicated that a church would be relocated but design refinements
will leave it in place. There would also be impacts from the physical aspects of the project,
potential difficulties associated with finding replacement housing within financial means in much
of Asheville, and anticipated effects to the visual environment within the community. In addition,
the preferred alternative is anticipated to displace affordable housing units in the Burton Street
Community.

Additional community coordination efforts have taken place to mitigate impacts from the
proposed project on the community. Additional discussion regarding this coordination is in Section
4.1.2.1.
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West End/Clingman Area Neighborhood (WECAN) (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
Overall, the effect of the preferred alternative on the WECAN community would include
enhanced pedestrian connections. The separation of local and interstate traffic would also
provide opportunities for enhanced community connections that are identified in several local
plans. The WECAN community may also benefit through decreases in emergency response times.

Hillcrest Apartments Community (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
This community is expected to receive project benefits in the form of improved mobility and
system linkage, enhanced accessibility, and congestion reduction. Separating local traffic from
[-240, particularly in the Patton Avenue area, will result in notable community benefits.

In addition to enhanced access and mobility through transportation options, the additional
connectivity would provide social and psychological benefits by reducing the isolation of the
community. Some benefit may be experienced by the Hillcrest Apartments Community through
decreases in emergency response times along the 1-26 Corridor.

In March 2017, NCDOT held a meeting with residents of the Hillcrest Apartments Community to
discuss the changes in access as a result of the preferred alternative designs. NCDOT also gave an
overview of the potential noise impacts to the community and the process of receiving a noise
wall. Overall, the community feels the project would help to bring the Hillcrest community back
into the fabric of the City through improved vehicular and pedestrian access.

Houston/Courtland Community (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
This community was previously impacted by the original construction of 1-240 in the 1960s and
US 19-23-70 in the 1970s and would therefore experience recurring impacts due to the proposed
project. It is anticipated that the proposed project may somewhat alter the visual environment
for some residents in proximity to the project corridor.

In September 2016, NCDOT was invited to attend the Montford Neighborhood Association to
discuss visual and noise impacts to the neighborhood as a result of the project. The
Houston/Courtland Community is considered a part of the Montford Neighborhood and was
invited to participate in the meeting.

Emma Road/Bingham Road Community (Section B)

The southeastern portion of this community would incur direct impacts as a result of the project
due to residential relocations and right of way acquisition to construct the project. Indirect
impacts to the community would include noise and visual impacts associated with clearing of
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vegetation and alteration of the visual environment. The preferred alternative is anticipated to
benefit the community in the form of improved emergency response times.

Murphy Hill Community (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through decreases in emergency
response times along the 1-26 Corridor, there would be an altered visual environment and an
increase in noise for residents in proximity to the project corridor and a potential decrease in
property values. In addition, residents may experience inconvenience due to access limitation
during construction of the project.

River Arts District (RAD) Community (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
The RAD Community would benefit from the proposed project due to the enhanced pedestrian
and bicycle connections and decreases in emergency response times. The separation of local and
interstate traffic would also provide opportunities for enhanced community connections that are
identified in several local plans.

Montford Community (Section B)

This community would incur direct impacts in the form of residential impacts along the western
side of Westover Drive. Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through
decreases in emergency response times along the 1-26 Corridor, there will be an altered visual
environment for Riverside Cemetery and residents in proximity to the project corridor. As
discussed in Section 4.1.4, the project would have an “adverse impact” on a local landmark,
Riverside Cemetery, within the Montford Area Historic District and a “no adverse effect” on the
Montford Hills Historic District. While no construction work or temporary construction
easements will impact right-of-way within the district, there are two elevated bridges and a
retaining wall that will create visual impacts to this resource.

In September 2016, NCDOT was invited to attend the Montford Neighborhood Association to
discuss visual and noise impacts to the neighborhood as a result of the project. NCDOT is working
with the newly-formed Asheville Aesthetics Advisory Committee to design appropriate
landscaping measures to mitigate for the visual effects of the elevated roadway adjacent to
Riverside Cemetery.

UNC-Asheville Community (Section B)

This community is not directly affected by the project, as no property needs to be acquired to
construct the project and there are no residential or business relocations within this community.
The proposed project is anticipated to benefit the community in the form of more efficient
emergency response times. The UNC-Asheville Community would not experience physical
impacts such as physical intrusions, increased noise, or displacements.
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4.1.1.4 Economic Effects

The economic effects of the proposed project were evaluated in the Direct Land Use and
Economic Effects Assessment (URS 2014). The summary of economic impacts is based on
considering the overall economic impact as a result of constructing the proposed project.

Effect on Tax Base

The effect of the proposed project on property tax receipts for the preferred alternative would
not likely be substantial as the combination of alternatives that would result in the greatest right-
of-way cost would reduce the property tax base by approximately 0.6 percent. The overall
potential range, set by taking the proportional impact as the low end of the range and completely
acquiring all affected parcels as the upper end of the range, shows that the effect on property
value would be within the range of 0.4 to 0.7 percent of both the tax value and the assessed
value. Therefore, even under the worst-case scenario, the effect on the property tax base would
be less than 1.0 percent of the tax value. It is also likely that, due to the relocation of residences
and businesses, the money paid to the relocatees would be used for new development and the
effect on the tax base may be offset to some degree (URS 2014).

In summary, it is not likely that construction of the preferred alternative would result in a
substantial adverse effect on the regional or local economy due to a loss in tax revenues.

Effect on Public Expenditures

The proposed project is not likely to notably increase public expenditures within the study area.
The proposed project would not likely result in a substantial economic effect on taxing authorities
as the construction of the project would not require excessive additional expenditures, such as
maintenance operations or extension of public utilities to new land that would be opened for
increased development. However, the proposed project may result in local taxing authorities
incurring some cost, through joint development of project amenities such as sidewalks and
bicycle facilities. NCDOT has established a Bicycle Policy (NCDOT 2009) and a Pedestrian Policy
(NCDOT 1993a) that allow for the inclusion of such facilities on projects; however, construction
of these facilities would require that the local government share in the cost of including facilities
that do not currently exist and assume the cost for maintaining the facilities. Additionally, the
proposed project would include additional lighting that may require public expenditures in the
form of electrical costs.

Effect on Employment Opportunities

The proposed project would result in the relocation of up 35 businesses. The Relocation Reports
evaluate several criteria to determine the potential effect on businesses as a result of the
proposed project, including the following (NCDOT 2019b):

e Will business services still be available after the project?
e Are suitable business sites available?

It was determined in the Relocation Report that business services would still be available after the
project and that suitable sites for businesses to relocate are available. Because the project would
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not divert traffic away from the existing highway corridor, it is likely that there would not be any
negative long-term effects on businesses or employment opportunities as a result of the proposed
project. During the construction phase of the project, some local businesses may be negatively
affected by the construction activities; however, employment opportunities for construction
services would likely increase based on the magnitude of the proposed project.

Effect on Accessibility

In general, the proposed project would result in maintaining or improving the existing
accessibility to businesses. Several businesses within the study area may incur a loss of some
parking areas due to the proposed project; however, it is not anticipated that this loss would
result in a substantial effect to the businesses. Impacts to commercial corridors may result in
economic effects associated with short-term access and mobility impacts during construction
activities.

Effect on Retail Sales

Because the project is not diverting traffic away from the existing highway corridor, it is likely
that there would not be any negative long-term effects on retail sales as a result of the proposed
project. It is likely that some negative effects on retail sales may occur during the construction of
the proposed project; however, it is not likely that the project would result in a substantial long-
term stagnation or decline on retail sales in the area of the proposed project.

Impacts on the Economic Vitality of Highway-Related Businesses

The impacts on the economic vitality of highway-related businesses are related to the availability
of access and the change in traffic volumes that are diverted or attracted by the proposed project.
The proposed project would not substantially change access to and from the freeway, nor would
it divert traffic away from highway-related businesses; therefore, it is not likely to have a
substantial adverse effect on highway-related businesses.

Impacts on Established Business Districts

The proposed project would not substantially alter existing access to and from the freeway and
is not likely to lead to any large commercial developments outside of the central business district;
therefore, it is not likely to have a substantial adverse effect on established business districts.

4.1.2 TiTLE VI OF THE 1964 CiviL RIGHTS ACT

4.1.2.1 Environmental Justice

The USDOT Order on Environmental Justice states that the USDOT shall determine whether
programs, policies, and activities for which they are responsible will have an adverse impact on
protected minority and low-income populations, and whether that adverse impact will be
disproportionately high.

As summarized in Table 4-2, of the 15 communities identified in the study area, 12 include
populations that meet or exceed the threshold for low-income and/or minority populations as
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described in Section 3.1.5.2. LEP populations are identified and addressed further in Section
4.1.2.2.

Table 4-2: Environmental Justice and LEP Communities

Meets or

M

el Exceeds LEP .
; Exceeds g Direct
Community Low- Population Impacts

.’I_\’/'I;no’:ltly; Income Present!
esho Threshold

Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park (Census Tract 12,
Block Group 5)

Willow Lake Mobile Home Park (Census Tract 12,
Block Group 5)

Morningside Park (Census Tract 11, Block Group 2) - - X -

X X X -

Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area (Census Tract
10, Block Group 2)

Fairfax/Virginia (Census Tract 11, Block Groups 2 and
3)
Westwood Place (Census Tract 10, Block Group 1) -

Burton Street (Census Tract 11, Block Group 1) -

West End/Clingman (Census Tract 9, Block Groups 2
and 3)

X

Hillcrest Apartments (Census Tract 2, Block Group 1) X
Houston/Courtland (Census Tract 2, Block Group 1) X
X

X

X

Emma Road/Bingham Road (Census Tract 14, Block
Groups 1 and 2)

Murphy Hill (Census Tract 14, Block Group 1)

River Arts District (Census Track 9, Block Groups 2 &
3)

Montford (Census Tracts 2 and 3, Block Groups 1
and 2)

UNC-Asheville (Census Tract 4, Block Group 1) - - - -

Note: Communities shown in bold meet or exceed the threshold for low-income and/or minority populations and are
directly impacted by the project.

X |IXx| X [X}X|Xx]| X< |Xx<|[Xx

>
>~

X

Of those communities that include populations that meet or exceed the threshold for low-income
and/or minority populations, five are directly impacted and listed below. The following section
describes the benefits and burdens to these communities due to the project, as well as additional
outreach activities that have taken place with these communities.

e Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area
e Westwood Place

e Burton Street

e Emma Road/Bingham Road

e Montford
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Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area and Westwood Place Communities

The effects analysis for the individual communities, as discussed in the DEIS and in Section 4.1.1.3,
noted that residential displacements occur due to the proposed project in the
Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area and Westwood Place communities. It is NCDOT policy to
provide relocation assistance to those affected by transportation projects as required by the
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its
revisions.

It is expected the overall burden of the proposed project to both communities would be low. The
project would increase mobility and access, as well as provide modest improvements in safety for
both communities.

Both communities are part of a larger neighborhood named EWANA (East-West Asheville
Neighborhood Association), with which NCDOT held small group meetings. Since publication of
the DEIS, the project team met with EWANA on June 5, 2017, to provide an opportunity for
residents to ask questions regarding the project and design. The project team also distributed
flyers and doorhangers to these communities before the November 2015 Corridor Public Hearing
and before the 2018 Design Public Hearing, to ensure these areas were notified of the meetings.

Emma Road/Bingham Road Community

The effects analysis for this community determined the overall burden of the proposed project
would be low. Impacts to this community are in the southeastern portion of the project, where
2010 census data do not indicate any minorities at the block level. Block level census data was
not available to determine low-income status at the granular level; however, the preferred
alternative avoids impacts to the income-restricted Maple Terrace manufactured homes and
Woodridge Apartments, which is operated by the City of Asheville Housing Authority. It is NCDOT
policy to provide relocation assistance to those affected by transportation projects as required by
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its
revisions.

As with the other environmental justice communities identified, additional outreach to this
community occurred prior to both public hearings in the form of flyers and doorhangers to ensure
these areas were notified of the meetings.

Burton Street Community

The Burton Street Community will experience recurring impacts to community cohesion, reduction
in neighborhood land, loss of community resources, changes in access and connectivity, and
relocations due to the project. Based on the evaluation of burdens to communities as presented
in the DEIS, and additional public outreach and coordination with local officials, NCDOT
committed to addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects on the Burton Street
community that cannot be avoided or minimized. Therefore, unavoidable impacts on the Burton
Street community are being mitigated through additional public outreach with this community
throughout the project development process, including development of a neighborhood
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mitigation plan. It is NCDOT policy to provide relocation assistance to those affected by
transportation projects as required by the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its revisions.

As discussed in Chapter 1, since publication of the 2015 DEIS and selection of the preferred
alternative, a series of I-26 Working Group meetings were held with various stakeholders
beginning in March 2016. After the first meeting to determine the scope and purpose of the group,
a participant from the Burton Street Community Association was added to the working group to
ensure perspectives from this community were represented.

NCDOT met with the Burton Street Community Association in October 2016 and February 2017 to
provide the Burton Street Community with an update on the project, review the designs under
development, and review corresponding potential impacts to the community. NCDOT noted that,
in addition to input provided by the community as to how the project team might further refine
the designs to lessen the impacts to the community, NCDOT was also interested in receiving input
from the community as to what additional transportation improvements might be made in the
community to offset or lessen the burden of the overall project impacts.

In October 2017, NCDOT hired Public Participation Partners, LLC (P3), a subconsultant with
expertise in Environmental Justice issues and mitigation, to work with the Burton Street
Community Association and the City of Asheville Planning and Neighborhood Services Department
to develop a community-driven Burton Street Neighborhood Plan for adoption the City of
Asheville. To develop the plan, stakeholder group meetings were conducted to obtain input from
businesses, community organizations, and religious institutions within the community outreach
area. Community meetings were also conducted to obtain input from Burton Street residents.

The plan includes a list of strategies that will be implemented by NCDOT to mitigate impacts from
the proposed project. As noted in the plan, included in Appendix E, the following mitigation
strategies will be implemented by NCDOT:

e Improve existing sidewalks to meet ADA design standards

e Improve pedestrian connections between community resources by installing a sidewalk on
Downing Street per agreement of property owners

e Improve sidewalk connections between commercial corridors, and include a pedestrian path
from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue that will connect to future greenway

e FEvaluate opportunities for new transit stops, such as near Burton Street and Haywood Road

e Install a sidewalk along Patton Avenue to connect pedestrian path and transit stop

e Install bus shelters and other improvements at transit stops located near Burton Street.
Consider neighborhood specific designs if feasible

e Incorporate a Burton Street history mural on proposed I-26 Connector sound wall if built

e Improve Community Center infrastructure by including additional parking

e Construct a new park and community gathering space at Smith Mill Creek that will include an
access point to the future greenway
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e Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue intersection by adding pavement markings
and left turn signals

e Increase the tree canopy within the interstate buffer along the Burton Street neighborhood
where possible

The FHWA has made the determination that NCDOT has implemented and/or committed to
implementing avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and beneficial measures for the Burton Street
Community, thereby reducing adverse impacts to this community. Additional information
regarding coordination with the Burton Street Community, including meeting dates and materials
can be found in Chapter 8 and in Appendix F.

Montford Community

The effects analysis for the individual communities, as discussed in the DEIS and in Section 4.1.1.3,
noted that residential displacements occur due to the proposed project in the Montford
community. It is NCDOT policy to provide relocation assistance to those affected by
transportation projects as required by the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its revisions.

It is expected the overall burden of the proposed project to the community would be low. The
project would increase mobility and access, as well as provide modest improvements in safety for
the community.

Since publication of the DEIS, the project team met with the Montford community on September
20, 2016, to provide an opportunity for residents to ask questions regarding the project and
design. The project team also distributed flyers and doorhangers to the Klondyke Apartments
(identified as low-income housing) before the November 2015 Corridor Public Hearing and before
the 2018 Design Public Hearing, to ensure these areas were notified of the meetings. During field
visits, the area was visually surveyed for readily identifiable low-income neighborhoods, LEP
communities, and minority populations. No readily identifiable communities were noted.

4.1.2.2 Limited English Proficiency Populations

As discussed in Chapter 3, census data indicate four block groups with the presence of a
population that may require language assistance. As shown in Table 4-2, these block groups
correspond to the following communities that are directly impacted by the proposed project:

e Emma Road/Bingham Road
e Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community

As discussed previously, the effects analysis for the Emma Road/Bingham Road community
determined the overall burden of the proposed project would be low. According to the Community
Impact Assessment (NCDOT 2015), as well as discussions with local planners, the Hispanic
population within the Emma Road/Bingham Road community reside in the Woodridge
Apartments or the Maple Terrace manufactured homes neighborhood. This area of the block
group is not directly impacted by the preferred alternative. Additional outreach to this community
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occurred prior to both public hearings in the form of flyers and doorhangers to ensure these areas
were notified of the meetings and to determine if any residents needed language assistance.

While direct impacts to the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community do occur, they are along the
periphery of the neighborhood and are not anticipated to reduce community cohesion or stability.
Overall, the effect of the preferred alternative on the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community is
anticipated to provide better local connectivity to and circulation within the Fairfax/Virginia
Avenue area, including a direct vehicular and pedestrian connection to Carrier Park. Several small
group meetings have been held with the community, resulting in revised designs to the preferred
alternative that significantly reduced the number of relocations in this neighborhood. Additional
outreach to this community occurred prior to both public hearings in the form of flyers and
doorhangers to ensure these areas were notified of the meetings.

4.1.3 LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

The compatibility of the project with local land use and transportation planning is assessed in this
section. The purpose of and need for the proposed project does not require that the preferred
alternative meet the recommendations for any of the plans evaluated. Consistency with local
land use plans may not be required, but it is desirable. Lack of consistency with land use plans is
a factor when considering the scope and intensity of the preferred alternative’s impacts.

4.1.3.1 Land Use Plans

Existing Land Use and Zoning

Since much of the land along the corridor and surrounding interchanges is currently developed,
the project would not be likely to result in any major land use conflicts. The general concept for
the project is supported by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, the Town of Woodfin, and
FBRMPO, among others.

Compatibility with Future Land Use Plans

Generally, land use plans call for maintaining the concentration of development within previously
urbanized areas while redeveloping certain underutilized areas, such as the riverfront and the
Haywood Road Commercial Corridor. Land use changes as a result of the proposed project are
expected to be minimal within the FLUSA. The pace of infill and redevelopment may be
accelerated somewhat as a result of the proposed project; however, commercial, residential, and
industrial growth and redevelopment are already occurring in many of the areas within the FLUSA
and are expected to continue with or without the proposed project. The likely effects of the
project are generally consistent with existing and future land use plans developed for the local
agencies within the FLUSA.

Direct Impacts to Land Use

A guantification of land use impacts was developed to determine the area of properties that
would be acquired for the preferred alternative beyond the property that is currently utilized as
transportation right-of-way.
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A summary of the land use impacts for the preferred alternative is included in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3: Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (in acres)

Zoning Type Section C Section A Section B
Residential Single-Family Districts 4.1 3.5 2.7
Residential Multi-Family Districts 54 15.5 124
Neighborhood Business District 0.0 0.1 0.0
Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.4
Institutional District 6.1 4.1 15
Office 0.0 0.0 0.0
Highway Business District 0.1 2.0 2.5
Regional Business District 4.1 0.0 5.8
Central Business District 0.0 0.0 0.1
Commercial 5.6 1.7 0.1
Resort District 0.0 0.0 24.5
River Arts District 0.0 3.2 15.3
TOTALS 25.4 30.1 65.4

4.1.3.2 Transportation Plans

Compatibility with Highway Plans

French Broad River MPO 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (2015)

As discussed in Chapter 3.2.2.1, the 2040 MTP supersedes the FBRMPQO’s 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan (2010). The proposed project is consistent with the long-range transportation
goals and objectives of the FBRMPO and with project land use and area growth (FBRMPO 2015).

The 2040 MTP identified several other projects within the study area of the proposed project,

which include:

e Bent Creek Greenway-Phase | -- I-26 Interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-26 Interchange

at NC 146 (Long Shoals Road)

e Bent Creek Greenway Phase Il -- Hominy Creek River Park to I-26 Interchange at NC 191
e [-240 to SR 3214 (Biltmore Avenue) -- Lyman St/Meadow to I-240/reconnection from 1-2513C

(U-4739)

e (Clingman Forest and Town Branch Greenways (U-5019A)

e Broadway Street Road Diet-- NC 251 Riverside Drive to I-240
e Riverside Drive SR 1477 (Wilma Dykeman Riverway PH 4)- NC 251 to Hill Street (U-5868)

e NC 251 Multi-use Path -- Broadway to Elk Mountain Road
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Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of
Buncombe and Haywood Counties (2008)

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of
Buncombe and Haywood Counties (NCDOT 2008) includes a recommendation for I-240/Future I-
26 from 1-40 to Broadway and notes that recurring congestion is already a problem along the
length of the corridor.

The preferred alternative in Section C would be consistent with the plan, which recommends at
least six lanes on I-26 and includes interchanges at I-26/1-40/1-240 and 1-40/NC 191.

Section A would be consistent with the plan, which recommends at least six lanes on 1-26 and
includes interchanges at 1-26/1-240 with NC 191, I-26/1-240 with SR 3556 (Amboy Road), and
1-26/1-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road). Through design changes, as discussed in
Chapter 2, the revised designs for Section A now include a six-lane freeway throughout the length
of the section, as opposed to an eight-lane freeway as shown in the designs for alternatives in the
DEIS. The Comprehensive Transportation Plan states that portions of the corridor will be eight
lanes. While this section will not have eight through lanes, the typical section would have auxiliary
lanes between interchanges due to the close proximity of the interchanges.

Section A would also be mostly consistent with the recommendation for a new roadway from
existing Amboy Road to NC 191 (Brevard Road), with the exception that the proposed design
includes one lane in each direction and would not provide vehicle access to Fairfax Avenue. This
was a design change from the DEIS, which, as discussed in Chapter 2, included an extension of
Amboy Road with two lanes in each direction.

Section B would be consistent with the recommendations in the plan for the I-26/I-240 corridor
with a six-lane new location extension of I-26 across the French Broad River.

The preferred alternative in Section B would not be completely consistent with the
recommendation for an off-road bicycle/pedestrian connector across 1-240 in tandem with
widening from Hazel Mill Road/Regent Park Boulevard to West Haywood Street. The design for
the preferred alternative would allow for the ability to construct bicycle and pedestrian facilities
along the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, which would fulfill the goal of bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity across the river.

Compatibility with Transit Plans

Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Transportation Plan (2008)

The FBRMPO Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Master Plan stipulates the
need for high frequency local service along major corridors (FBRMPO 2008). The proposed
project should help alleviate congestion on local roadways, thereby improving the efficiency of
public transportation on arterial roads within the project study area; therefore, all sections of the
proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this plan.
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City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan (2009)

The City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan outlines the planned improvements for the transit
system (HDR Engineering, Inc. of the Carolinas 2009). The plan highlights opportunities to
improve frequency of buses, efficiency of bus routes, and improved pedestrian mobility that
would help improve ridership. The proposed project is not specifically addressed by the plan, but
it would help improve overall transportation efficiency and reduce congestion; therefore, the
preferred alternative would be consistent with the recommendations included in this plan.

Compatibility with Local Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Greenway Plans

The evaluation of multi-modal transportation for the project is based on NCDOT policies for
integration of multi-modal elements into transportation projects and includes determining
consistency with the following multi-modal plans that were discussed in the DEIS and two
additional plans:

e (City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (City of Asheville 2005b)

e (City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (City of Asheville 2008)

e (City of Asheuville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan
(City of Asheville 2013)

e Blue Ridge Bike Plan (NCDOT 2013)

e Asheville in Motion Mobility Plan (City of Asheville 2016)

After selection of the preferred alternative, the City of Asheville identified potential bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations (referred to as betterments) throughout the project study area. The
preferred alternative preliminary designs include some of these betterments and/or do not
preclude the facilities from being constructed during the construction of the proposed project or
in the future. NCDOT is currently coordinating cost-sharing with the City of Asheville for the bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. The proposed betterments include the following:

e Amboy Road
e Five-foot sidewalk on north side of road
e Bicycle lane
e Cycle track and/or multi-use path
e Shelburne Road
e Five-foot sidewalk on north side of road
e Widened berms on both sides of road
e Multi-use path along south side of road
e Brevard Road
e Multi-use path along west side of road
e Haywood Road
e New bridge over I-26 — include sidewalks along both sides of bridge
e Patton Avenue
e Five-foot sidewalk along north side of Patton Avenue and multi-use transportation path
along the south side of road to Clingman Avenue
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e Hillcrest Connector

e 11-foot berms and sidewalks
e Atkinson Street

e 11-foot berms and sidewalks
e Bear Creek Road

e Sidewalk improvements
e Sandhill Road

e Sidewalk improvements

City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan

The City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan includes a section on pedestrian connectivity and the I-26
Corridor, describing opportunities for providing pedestrian access through both the proposed
project and NCDOT TIP Project A-10. The Pedestrian Plan denotes Patton Avenue across the
French Broad River as a corridor in need of pedestrian linkage.

As a part of the betterments coordination between NCDOT and the City of Asheuville, the preferred
alternative is proposed to include a 5-foot sidewalk along the north side of Patton Avenue and a
multi-use transportation path along the south side of Patton Avenue.

City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (2008)

The City of Asheville completed the City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan),
which was adopted by the Asheville City Council on February 26, 2008. This plan complements
the City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (Pedestrian Plan). The Bicycle Plan includes
recommendations for bicycle facilities on Pond Road, Sand Hill Road, Brevard Road, Amboy Road,
Fairfax Avenue, State Street, Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, Emma Road, Riverside Drive, Hill
Street, Pearson Bridge Road, and Broadway. As a part of the betterments coordination between
NCDOT and the City of Asheville, the preferred alternative is proposed to include bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations on Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, and Brevard Road.

City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan
(2009, Updated 2013)

This plan is intended to help meet the needs of current and future residents by positioning
Asheville to build on the community’s unique parks and recreation assets and identify new
opportunities. The citizen-driven plan establishes a clear direction to guide city staff, advisory
committees, and elected officials in their efforts to enhance the community’s parks, recreation,
and cultural arts programs, services, and facilities.

The plan identifies two future park sites within the DCIA: Jean Webb Park and Progress Energy
Park. Jean Webb Park has since been constructed. The 2013 update to the plan specifically
mentions the I-26 Connector and that the eventual selected alternative “can impact the proposed
greenway network.”
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Blue Ridge Bike Plan for Buncombe, Haywood, Henderson, Jackson, Madison, Swain,
Transylvania Counties — North Carolina (2013)

The purpose of this plan is to identify and define improvements needed to foster a regional bicycle
route system in western North Carolina. One Buncombe County Priority Corridor and two Asheville
Priority Corridors are identified within the project study area.

e Buncombe County Priority Corridor 3: Sand Hill Road to US 19-23. This route crosses I-40
west of the I-26/1-40 interchange. The preferred alternative is not anticipated to preclude this
bicycle route from being constructed in the future. As a part of the betterments discussions,
NCDOT and the City agreed upon a minimum 4-foot sidewalk on the bridge structure over I-
40.

e Asheuville Priority Corridor 3: Patton Avenue to Hazel Mill Road. This route travels along
Patton Avenue within the study area and crosses the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The
preferred alternative would include a multi-use transportation path along the southern bridge
crossing the French Broad River. As previously noted, NCDOT and the City of Asheville agreed
to a multi-use transportation path along the south side of Patton Avenue and a 5-foot
sidewalk along the north side. Both of these agreements align with the goals of the corridor.

e Asheuville Priority Corridor 4: Haywood Road to Patton Avenue. This route travels along
Haywood Road within the project study area, crossing I1-26. As a part of the betterments
discussions, NCDOT and the City agreed upon 6-foot back of curb sidewalks along both sides
of the Haywood Road bridge over I-240.

Asheville in Motion: City of Asheville Mobility Plan (2016)

The Asheville in Motion initiative is designed to provide a cohesive strategy and method to
prioritize transportation projects, with an aim toward improving multi-modal connections. Within
the study area, the Haywood Road Commercial Corridor is identified as a priority corridor to
increase bicycle facilities. As noted above, NCDOT and the City of Asheville agreed upon 6-foot
sidewalks along both sides of the Haywood Road Bridge over [-240.

Living Asheville, A Comprehensive Plan for Our Future

In 2016, the City of Asheville began updating the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 with Living
Asheville, A Comprehensive Plan for Our Future (City of Asheville 2017b). The plan reiterates the
themes of the 2025 plan and notes the city should continue to monitor the potential impacts of
the I-26 Connector and the potential need to think strategically about development and
redevelopment in the nearby vicinity. It cites the I-26 Connector Working Group as an important
way to incorporate community visions and goals into the plans for the project.

4.1.3.3 Other Local Plans

Compatibility with Other Local Plans

The DEIS discussed the level of compatibility the proposed project has with other land use plans.
The design changes to the preferred alternative have not drastically changed the project’s
compatibility with local plans, including:
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e Haywood Road Form District (City of Asheville 2017c)

e Asheville City Council Resolution 00-168 — Resolution Supporting the Report and
Recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee Regarding the I-26 Connector
Project (2000)

e A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic Development of the City of Asheville, North
Carolina (City of Asheville 2004)

e Broadway Corridor Action Plan (City of Asheville 2002b)

e Asheville City Development Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 2002a)

e Land of Sky Regional Council “Regional Vision 2010”

e Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (RiverLink 2004)

e Brevard Road Corridor Study (City of Asheville 2005a)

e City of Asheuville River Redevelopment Plan (City of Asheville 2005c)

e Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan (City of Asheville 2005c)

e West End/Clingman Small Area Plan (City of Asheville 1996)

e Asheville Downtown Master Plan (City of Asheville 2009a)

e Sustainability Management Plan (City of Asheville 2009d)

Plans that have been adopted since publication of the DEIS include:

e Asheville Unified Development Ordinance (updated 2017)
e Buncombe County Zoning Ordinance (amended 2017)

e GroWNC Regional Plan (2017)

e Burton Street Neighborhood Plan (2018)

The Asheville Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) was discussed in the 2015 DEIS; however,
updates to the UDO were added in June 2015 and November 2017. These updates include
revisions to Chapter 7 of the UDO to revise the allowances for Accessory Dwelling Units (City of
Asheville 2015) and the Haywood Road Form-Based Code (City of Asheville 2017a). The revisions
to Chapter 7 of the UDQ include updates to the definition of accessory dwelling unit and additional
design standards. The purpose of the Haywood Road Form-Based Code is to aid in the
implementation of the Haywood Road Corridor Charrette Report and the Haywood Road Vision
Plan (ADC 2016). All sections of the preferred alternative would be consistent with the UDO and
its updates.

Buncombe County has a zoning ordinance in place as a basis for land development (Buncombe
County 2017). The zoning ordinance has several categories of land uses, including four classes of
residential districts, a commercial service district, an employment district, a public service district,
a neighborhood service district, and an open use district. Each of these districts is found within
the FLUSA. The objectives of the zoning ordinance are to guide the appropriate use and
development of parcels in a manner in which land uses would be compatible with neighboring
parcels, topographic features, natural habitat, and infrastructure. The Buncombe County Zoning
Ordinance was last amended October 17, 2017, amendments of which mainly pertained to
dimensional requirements and hillside development standards for certain subdivisions. All
sections of the preferred alternative would be consistent with the zoning ordinance.
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The GroWNC Regional Plan covers a five-county region: Buncombe, Haywood, Henderson,
Madison, and Transylvania counties. The planning processes began in 2011 after the region
received a $1.6 million grant from the Department of Housing and Urban Development through
the Partnership for Sustainable Communities. The purpose of the plan is to offer
recommendations for planning efforts along the lines of land use, economic development,
workforce development, transportation, and other infrastructure investments through the
Southern Appalachian region. The land use policies put forth in the plan promote growth strictly
within consensus growth areas, which are defined as places within towns and cities that already
have infrastructure and services. The FLUSA is located within one of these consensus growth
areas. Improving the I-26 Connector complies with the goal of connecting the region as well as
promoting growth in areas with critical infrastructure and services. The GroWNC Regional Plan
was adopted in 2017.

The Burton Street Neighborhood Plan was developed by NCDOT and the Burton Street Community
Association to address, among other topics, anticipated impacts resulting from the I-26 Connector
project. The Plan notes potential impacts associated with the project, including residential,
business, and religious institution relocations as well as increased noise levels, temporary
construction impacts, and potential recurring impacts. The Plan lists the mitigation strategies that
will be implemented by NCDOT to remedy the anticipated impacts. These include (as stated in the
Plan):

e Improve existing sidewalks to meet ADA design standards

e Improve pedestrian connections between community resources by installing a sidewalk on
Downing Street per agreement of property owners

e Improve sidewalk connections between commercial corridors, and include a pedestrian
path from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue that will connect to future greenway

e Evaluate opportunities for new transit stops, such as near Burton Street and Haywood
Road

e Install a sidewalk along Patton Avenue to connect pedestrian path and transit stop

e Install bus shelters and other improvements at transit stops located near Burton Street.
Consider neighborhood specific designs if feasible

e Incorporate a Burton Street history mural on proposed I-26 Connector sound wall if built

e Construct a new park and community gathering space at Smith Mill Creek that will include
an access point to the future greenway

e Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue intersection by adding pavement markings
and left turn signals

e Increase the tree canopy within the interstate buffer along the Burton Street
neighborhood where possible
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4.1.4 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

4.1.4.1 Noise

In accordance with Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (Title 23 CFR 772) and the North Carolina
Department of Transportation Traffic Noise Policy, each Type | highway project must be analyzed
for predicted traffic noise impacts. In general, Type | projects are proposed State or Federal
highway projects for construction of a highway or interchange on new location, improvements
of an existing highway which substantially change the horizontal or vertical alignment or add new
through lanes, or projects that involve new construction or substantial alteration of
transportation facilities such as weigh stations, rest stops, ride-share lots or toll plazas.

Traffic noise impacts are determined through implementing the current Traffic Noise Model
(TNM®) approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and following procedures
detailed in Title 23 CFR 772, the NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy and the NCDOT Traffic Noise Manual.
When traffic noise impacts are predicted, examination and evaluation of alternative noise
abatement measures must be considered for reducing or eliminating these impacts.
Construction noise impacts may occur if noise-sensitive receptors are in close proximity to
project construction activities. All reasonable efforts should be made to minimize exposure of
noise sensitive areas to construction noise impacts.

The source of this traffic noise information is the STIP Project I-2513 Traffic Noise Report, I-26
Connector from 1-40 to US 19-23-70 North of Asheville prepared by AECOM in August 2019
(NCDOT 2019a).

Traffic Noise Impacts and Noise Contours

The maximum number of receptors in each project alternative predicted to become impacted by
future traffic noise is shown in Table 4-4. The table includes those receptors expected to
experience traffic noise impacts by either approaching or exceeding the FHWA Noise Abatement
Criteria or by a substantial increase in exterior noise levels as defined in the NCDOT Traffic Noise
Policy.

Table 4-4: Predicted Traffic Noise Impacts by Section*

Traffic Noise Impacts
. Residential Places of Worship/Schools, .

Section (NAC B) Parks, etc. (NAC C & D) Businesses (NAC E) Total
Section C 160 11 0 171
Section A 110 2 0 112
Section B 99 6 28 134

*Per TNM 2.5 and in accordance with 23 CFR Part 772

Predicted build-condition traffic noise level contours are not a definitive means by which to
assess traffic noise level impacts. Although FHWA regulation prohibits the use of noise level
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contours for traffic noise impact prediction, noise level contours can aid in future land use
planning efforts in presently undeveloped areas (NAC G).

Table 4-5 presents the approximate distance from the edge of the nearest travel lane reached by
noise level contours correlating to the traffic noise impact thresholds for land uses for
undeveloped areas. A 71 dB(A) hourly-equivalent noise level correlates to the NCDOT impact
threshold for a NAC E land use. An hourly-equivalent noise level of 66 dB(A) correlates to the
NCDOT impact threshold for NAC B and C land uses. The distances at which 71 dB(A) and 66 dB(A)
hourly-equivalent traffic noise levels are predicted to occur vary depending on traffic conditions
throughout the project area and were derived via modeling results.

According to 23 CFR 772.9(c) and the NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy, noise contour lines shall not be
used for determining highway traffic noise impacts. However, the 71 dB(A) and 66 dB(A) noise
level contour information should assist local authorities in exercising land use control over the
remaining undeveloped lands, to avoid development of incompatible activities in the vicinity of
the 1-26 Connector project.

Table 4-5: Predicted Build-Condition Noise Contours by Section

. . 71 dB(A) (FT 66 dB(A) (FT
Section Location from EOTY) from EOTY)
Section C | Along ramp from I-40 eastbound to I-26 eastbound between | Within Proposed | Within Proposed
W Oakview Rd and MciIntosh Rd ROW ROW
Section A Along 1-240/1-26 eastbound between Virginia Avenue and Within Proposed
. 205
Fairfax Avenue ROW
Section B Along ramp from 1-240/1-26 westbound to Patton Avenue WlthlrFlz(l;:/(\)/posed WlthlrFlz(l;:/(\)/posed

IFeet from the edge of the traveled way.

Traffic Noise Abatement Measures

Measures for reducing or eliminating the traffic noise impacts were considered for all impacted
receptors in each alternative. The primary noise abatement measures evaluated for highway
projects include highway alignment changes, traffic system management measures,
establishment of buffer zones, noise barriers and noise insulation (NAC D only). For each of these
measures, benefits versus allowable abatement quantity (reasonableness), engineering
feasibility, effectiveness and practicability and other factors were included in the noise
abatement considerations.

Substantially changing the highway alignment to minimize noise impacts is not considered to be
a viable option for this project due to engineering and/or environmental factors. Traffic system
management measures are not considered viable for noise abatement due to the negative
impact they would have on the capacity and level of service of the proposed roadway. Costs to
acquire buffer zones for impacted receptors will exceed the NCDOT base dollar value of $22,500
per benefited receptor plus an incremental increase as defined in the NCDOT Traffic Noise
Manual, causing this abatement measure to be unreasonable.
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Noise Barriers

Noise barriers include two basic types: earthen berms and noise walls. These structures act to
diffract, absorb and reflect highway traffic noise. For this project, earthen berms are not found
to be a viable abatement measure because the additional right of way, materials and construction
costs are estimated to exceed the NCDOT maximum allowable base quantity of 4,200 cubic yards
per benefited receptor plus an incremental increase as defined in the NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy.

A noise barrier evaluation was conducted for this project utilizing the Traffic Noise Model (TNM
2.5) software developed by the FHWA. Table 4-6 summarizes the results of the evaluation.

Table 4-6: Preliminary Noise Barrier Evaluation Results

Square Feet
per
Noise Barrier Approx. Approx b UELE] I::::ﬁ:?: ::ISI?I::::T\IZ
Section Length pprox. Impacted | Number fecepror
- Name s Area Allowable Reasonable
NSA & Locati Height gy | Receptors | of | o areFeet | (“Likely”)for
ocation (feet) (sa ft) Benefited | Benefits | ~0 .
per Construction
Benefited
Receptor
Section A NWA-1.2.1
“Nsaa- | AlonglFa0WB | 1000 | 5 600 | g o9 0.38 31579 No?2
1.2 east of 12 1,500
’ Brevard Road
NWA-1.2.2
Section A | Along Amboy
NSA A- Road between % 11,200 0.33 0.33 %‘Sgoiog No?
1.2 I-26 and Short !
Michigan Ave
NWA-124
. Along |-26 EB
Section A
NSA A1, | Petween 6300 144,000 48 109 1321 Yes
Haywood Road 23 1,500
A-2, A4
and Brevard
Road
NWA-35
Along I-26 WB
Section A between
NSA A-3, | Haywood Road 3150 63,000 38 78 808 Yes
20 1,500
A-5 and
Wilmington
Street
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Square Feet
per
Benefited Preliminarily
Section Noise Barrier ?_Z:r:z' Approx. I\::\r::cetrezf N-l:::zler Receptor Feasible and
- Name _g_‘ 4 Area Allowable Reasonable
AT & Location Height (sq ft) Receptors o Square Feet (“Likely”) for
(feet) Benefited | Benefits s g
per Construction
Benefited
Receptor
NWA-7
Along I-26 WB
. between
S;;X—T_;\ Haywood Road % 13,600 9 14 1%;’0 Yes
and
Wilmington
Street
NWB-1
Along |-26 EB
Section B between 2,800 1,428
NSAB-1 | Haywood Road | 22 | 84400 24 43 1,500 ves
and Edgar
Street
NWB-2
Along I-26 WB
. between
sﬁ;‘;—‘:f Wilmington g';‘zio 54,400 12 31 %:% No?
Street and
Hazel Mill
Road
NWB-3.1
Along |-240
WB to I-26/I- 1,000 3,499
, 240/Patton 24 | 24000 614 6.86 2,500 No®
Section B Avenue
NSA B-3 .
interchanges
NWB-3.2
Along 1-240 2’24& 48,000 12 12 %’% No?
WB to |-26 EB !
NWB-4
. Along the
Section B 1,100 4,400
==—=—— | Patton Avenue | = | 22,000 5 5 - No3
NSA B-4 to 1-240 EB 20 2,500
ramp
NWB-5
. Along Atkinson
Sﬁ;z—c::_SB Str(.eet near 31i60 5,600 7 13 1%0 Yes
Hillcrest
Apartments
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Square Feet
per
X Noise Barrier T Approx. bVl 52 LEHE] ?22::2:2? l;:\lsl,::::aa\r:llz
Section Length Impacted | Number
Name P Area Allowable Reasonable
AT & Location Height (sq ft) Receptors o Square Feet (“Likely”) for
(feet) Benefited | Benefits s g
per Construction
Benefited
Receptor
NWB-5.1
Along the 1-26
. SB ramp to
Section B
-~ Patton Ave 650 5,200 3
NSSI_\IB' between Hill 2q | 1600 3 3 1,500 No
Street and
Atkinson
Street
NWB-6
Along Hill
Street and the
[-240 WB to I-
SectionB | 26 WB ramp 2,350 18,800 )
NSA B-6 between 2 | 25400 0 3 2,000 No
Courtland
Avenue and
Westover
Drive
NWB-6.1
Between I-26
WB and
Section B Courtland
NSA B- Place, north of 51—1(;3 5,190 4 4 %’% Yes
6.1 the 1-26/1- !
240/US 19-23-
74 Alt
interchange
NWB-8
Along I-26 WB
Section B between 2,450 3,828 3
NSAB-8 | Courtland 22 | 3990 6 14 2,000 No
Place and
Pearson Drive
NWB-9
Along I-26 WB
Section B between 1,850 2,467 3
NSA B-9 | Hibriten Drive 24 44,400 / 18 1,500 No
and Broadway
Street

STIP 1-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement

4-27



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

Square Feet
per
Noise Barrier T Approx. bVl 52 LEHE] ?22::2:2? l;:\lsl,::::aa\r:llz
Section Length Impacted | Number
Name P Area Allowable Reasonable
AT & Location Height (sq ft) Receptors o Square Feet (“Likely”) for
(feet) Benefited | Benefits s g
per Construction
Benefited
Receptor
NWB-10
Section B Along |-240 650 N/A )
NSA B-10 | WB south of 24 15,600 0 0 1,500 No
Hill Street
NWC-1
Along I-240 EB
Section C between 4,050 1,906
NSAC-1 | Grandview 2q | 97,200 40 >1 2,000 ves
Road and Sand
Hill Road
NWC-2
Section C Alo:fult_: c());/v ? | uso 23,000 5 5 4,600 No?
NSA C-2 20 ’ 1,500
Montgomery
Street
NWC-3
Along the I-26
EB to I-40 WB
Section C | ramp between | 4,250 1,437
NSAC-3 | SouthBear 24 | 102,000 >9 n 1,500 Yes
Creek Road
and Sand Hill
Road
NWC-4
Along the I-40
EB to I-26 EB 5,200 5,673 3
ramp between 24 124,800 21 22 1,500 No
Sand Hill Road
) and Pond Road
—SI\?;Z"C" 4c NWC-4.1
Along the 1-40
EB to I-26 EB
ramp between l’;ﬁ 43,200 10 10 %’% No3
Sand Hill Road !
and West
Oakview Road
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Square Feet
per
Noise Barrier T Approx. bVl 52 LEHE] ?22::2:2? l;:nlsl,::::aa\r:llz
Section Length Impacted | Number
Name P Area Allowable Reasonable
AT & Location Height (sq ft) Receptors o Square Feet (“Likely”) for
(feet) Benefited | Benefits s g
per Construction
Benefited
Receptor
NWC-4.2
Along the 1-40
EB to I-26 EB 650 2,600 3
ramp between 20 13,000 > > 1,500 No
Sand Hill Road
and Pond Road
NWC-4.3
Along the 1-40
EB to I-26 EB 1,350 4,629 .
ramp between 24 32,400 6 7 1500 No
West Oakview !
Road and Pond
Road
NWC-5
Along the 1-40
WB to I-26 WB
Section C | ramp between 800 1,920 3
NSAC-5 | BrevardRoad | 24 | 19290 10 10 1,500 No
and South
Bear Creek
Road
NWC-6
Along the 1-26
Section C | WBto I-40 EB 1,300 5,200 3
NSAC-6 | ramp from 2q | 31,200 4 6 1,500 No
near Oakview
Road

! The likelihood for barrier construction is preliminary and subject to change, pending completion of final design and the public
involvement process.

2 Barrier is not feasible due to an inability to achieve at least 5 dB(A) of noise reduction for at least two impacted receptors.

3 Barrier is not reasonable due to the quantity per benefited receptor exceeding the allowable quantity per benefited receptor
OR Barrier is not reasonable due to an inability to achieve at least 7-dBA noise reduction for at least one benefited receptor.

4 Average wall height. Actual wall height at any given location may be higher or lower.

Summary

A traffic noise evaluation was performed that identified 8 noise barriers that preliminarily meet
feasibility and reasonableness criteria found in the NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy. A more detailed
analysis will be completed during project final design. Noise barriers preliminarily found to be
feasible and reasonable during the preliminary noise analysis may not be found to be feasible and
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reasonable during the final design noise analysis due to changes in proposed project alignment
and other design considerations, surrounding land use development, or utility conflicts, among
other factors. Conversely, noise barriers that preliminarily were not considered feasible and
reasonable may meet the established criteria and be recommended for construction.

In accordance with NCDOT Traffic Noise Policy, the Federal/State governments are not
responsible for providing noise abatement measures for new development for which building
permits are issued after the Date of Public Knowledge. The Date of Public Knowledge of the
proposed highway project will be the approval date of the Record of Decision (ROD). NCDOT
strongly advocates the planning, design and construction of noise-compatible development and
encourages its practice among planners, building officials, developers and others.

4.1.4.2 Air Quality

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific
health impacts due to changes in MISAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway
alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by
the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any
genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated
with a proposed action.

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated
effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its
amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and
MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks
posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a
compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the environment and their
potential to cause human health effects”. Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous
and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from
lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of
MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized in
Appendix D of FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are:
cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory
tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of
MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations or in the future as vehicle emissions
substantially decrease.

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts — each step in the
process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by
technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for
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lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have
to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure
near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific
location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some
of the information needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational
exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI. As a result, there is no
national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare
for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA states that with respect to diesel
engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to develop a sufficiently confident dose-response
relationship from the epidemiologic studies has prevented the estimation of inhalation
carcinogenic risk (https.//www.epa.gov/iris).”

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context
is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more
stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public
health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the
maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries.
The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine an
“acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than
approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from
a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from
exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk determination
could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million.
In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA’s
approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. Information is incomplete or
unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk
greater than deemed acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the
uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

The Traffic Forecast Report (July 2016) indicates No-Build VMT of 401,768 and a Build VMT of
444,362, an increase of 10.6 percent. For the build alternative there may be localized areas where
VMT would increase, and other areas where VMT would decrease. Therefore, it is possible that
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localized increases and decreases in MSAT emissions may occur. The localized increases in MISAT
emissions would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections involving
construction on new location with Section B. However, even if these increases do occur, they too
will be substantially reduced in the future due to implementation of EPA's vehicle and fuel
regulations.

In sum, under the build alternative in the design year it is expected there would be reduced MSAT
emissions in the immediate area of the project, relative to the No-Build Alternative, due to EPA's
MSAT reduction programs.

Vehicles are a major contributor to decreased air quality because they emit a variety of pollutants
into the air. Changing traffic patterns are a primary concern when determining the impact of a
new highway facility or the improvement of an existing highway facility. New highways or the
widening of existing highways increase localized levels of vehicle emissions, but these increases
could be offset due to increases in speeds from reductions in congestion and because vehicle
emissions will decrease in areas where traffic shifts to the new roadway. Significant progress has
been made in reducing criteria pollutant emissions from motor vehicles and improving air quality,
even as vehicle travel has increased rapidly.

The proposed project is located in Buncombe County, which complies with the NAAQS. The
proposed project is located within an attainment area; therefore, 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 are not
applicable. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality
of this attainment area. This evaluation completes the assessment requirements for air quality
of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and the NEPA process. No additional reports are
necessary.

4.1.4.3 Farmlands

In accordance with the FPPA and state EO 96, the impact of the project on prime, unique, and
statewide important farmlands was assessed. Due to the urban setting of the project, this project
is in compliance with the FPPA and the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (United States
Department of Agriculture [USDA] Form AD-1006) for federally funded projects was not required.

4.1.4.4 Utilities

Electric

The preferred alternative would cross electric distribution and transmission lines owned by Duke
Energy. It is anticipated distribution poles and transmission towers would need to be either
adjusted or relocated due to the construction of the project. NCDOT would work with Duke
Energy in efforts to minimize impacts to the electric lines and to coordinate the adjustments or
relocations required while trying to minimize disruption in service.

Sewer Facilities

Most development within the study area uses sanitary sewer facilities. Thus, the preferred
alternative would require relocation of municipal sewer lines. The preferred alternative would
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not impact City of Asheville or Buncombe County water or wastewater treatment plants or
private treatment facilities within the project study area; however, the Metropolitan Sewer
District of Buncombe County has identified multiple sewer lines that would need to be relocated
or adjusted. NCDOT would also work with sewer authorities in the area to minimize any impacts
to sewer lines and to coordinate their relocation, as necessary.

Water Service

Project construction would require relocation of water lines owned by the City of Asheville. Wells
within the right-of-way of the preferred alternative will be surveyed prior to project construction.
NCDOT will purchase these wells and cap and abandon them in accordance with North Carolina
well construction standards. Any subsurface contamination will be reported to the Asheville
Regional Office of NCDEQ. During the final design phase of the project, NCDOT will also identify
wells adjacent to the project right-of-way that could be impacted by roadway construction.
Mitigation for these wells will be provided through land purchase, compensation for damages,
or the provision of new wells. NCDOT will also work with water and sewer authorities in the area
to minimize any impacts to water lines and to coordinate their relocation, as necessary.

Gas

Multiple gas lines owned by the Public Service Company exist within the study area. Gas lines
ranging from 2 inch to 12 inch in diameter have been identified that would require adjustment
or relocation. NCDOT will work with Public Service Company to minimize any impacts to gas lines
and to coordinate their relocation, as necessary.

Phone/Fiber Optics

AT&T owns phone lines and fiber optic routes within the study area. NCDOT will work with AT&T
to minimize any impacts to phone lines/fiber optic routes and to coordinate their relocation, as
necessary. The Section B preferred alternative would impact the fiber optic routes, which would
require relocation.

4.1.4.5 Visual Quality

This section describes the potential effects of the project on visual quality within the project study
area. As indicated in Section 3.3.5, visual and aesthetic effects are a concern for both users of the
transportation facility and those that view the facility from afar. Construction of the proposed
project would have a visual impact on adjacent areas. One of the problems inherent in designing
a controlled access freeway involves providing sufficient right-of-way to comply with design
criteria while minimizing disruption to the surrounding area.

In Section C, the preferred alternative would maintain the existing configuration and would not
change the viewshed substantially from the existing condition. Section C would be consistent
with the existing viewshed, which includes the existing 1-40/1-26 interchange.

Construction of Section A would have a visual impact on adjacent areas. The project would be
designed and constructed as a multi-lane, divided, controlled access freeway, which would be

STIP 1-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement 4-33



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

consistent with the context of the existing viewshed of which 1-240 is a prominent feature.
Widening of the highway would, however, increase its visual prominence for people traveling the
freeway, and those viewing the freeway from afar. Visual impacts would occur in this section of
the project but are not anticipated to be adverse.

Visual impacts of Section B would generally be enhanced or improved for those using the facility
and degraded for those viewing the freeway from off the road. The preferred alternative would
include two additional flyover bridges across the French Broad River; one approximately 285 feet
south and one approximately 550 feet to the north of the I-26 crossing. The three new bridges
across the French Broad River would introduce new prominent features that would be out of
context with the existing viewshed. Conversely, opportunities for views and new vistas of
Asheville, the French Broad River, and surrounding mountains and hills would exist for motorists
using the new roadway. The proposed design that would reconfigure the 1-240 interchange with
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue would generally be consistent with the existing visual environment.

Mitigation

Future highway-oriented development that may be constructed adjacent to the proposed
roadway could be designed to reduce the visual impacts of the freeway. The inclusion of
treatments such as coloring of structural elements, buffer areas, and landscape screening into a
new development's design can lessen the visual impacts of the freeway. In addition, it is NCDOT
policy to include aesthetic features in its roadway designs. NCDOT will consider incorporating the
following principals in the roadway design in order to create an aesthetically acceptable and
functional roadway and to minimize visual impacts:

e Integrate landscaping into the project design to promote visual continuity of the highway and
to blend it into the natural landscape as much as possible

e Minimize the loss of vegetation, especially during construction when equipment and material
access, storage, and staging are required

e Design noise attenuation features, if reasonable and feasible, to be compatible with
surrounding natural features and development

In response to a comment by the City of Asheville on the DEIS, an Aesthetics Advisory Committee
(AAC) will be re-established by the City of Asheville to work with NCDOT and the city to address
aesthetic issues throughout the planning and design of the project. Activities of the AAC to date
are presented in Section 8.2.2.

4.1.4.6 Hazardous Material

One site is anticipated to have a high severity of impact and is located within the alternative
corridor as summarized in Table 4-7. Additional sites are located within the proposed right-of-
way limits of the preferred alternative; however, the anticipated severity of the sites have been
identified as low or low to moderate and therefore are not included in the table below (NCDOT
2014c).
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Table 4-7: Impacts to USTs, Landfills, and Other Potentially Contaminated Sites

. . UST . . Anticipated
Site# Type Location Facility ID Anticipated Impacts Severity
45 Landfill Along the Bank of the | N/A Landfill materials of High
French Broad River unknown
composition

Source: Revised Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report (NCDOT 2014c).

Although the Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report prepared in 2006 notes that no obvious
contamination or hazardous materials were observed during previous site analysis, sampling was
not conducted and avoidance of the landfill (site #45) is also recommended (NCDOT 2006a). A
work plan will be developed based on the final design to address any contaminated material that
may be encountered during construction.

4.1.4.7 Mineral Resources

As discussed in Chapter 3.3.7, there are no mines or quarries located within or near the project
study area. As such, the preferred alternative would not directly impact the production of mineral
resources. Construction of the project may temporarily increase the demand for locally crushed
stone and sand. However, such an increase in demand would not adversely impact mineral
resources.

4.1.4.8 Floodplains/Floodways

An amendment to the hydraulic technical report (TGS Engineers 2010) was prepared for the DEIS
in 2015 (URS 2015b), which re-evaluated crossings that changed or were added since the original
TGS report. An addendum was then prepared for the preferred alternative (AECOM 2018b). The
proposed project was mapped showing the established limits of the 100-year floodways and
floodplains and the major stream crossing sites for the project.

It has been determined that, due to the linear nature of the project and existing roadway
configuration, no practicable alternative exists to completely avoid impacts to floodplains. Efforts
will be made to minimize the impacts to floodplains and to diminish the risk to human safety
associated with the encroachments.

The construction of the project would encroach in several areas on the designated floodplain
associated with several local stream systems. Table 4-8 includes a summary of the impacts to
floodplains and floodways within the project study area from the preferred alternative.

Table 4-8: FEMA Floodplain and Floodway Impacts (in acres)

S Impa;t;»::p:::&year Impacts to Floodway Total Impact
DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
Section C 16.63 14.00 2.00 1.74 18.63 15.74
Section A 8.36 8.57 1.94 1.04 10.3 9.61
Section B 3.91 2.78 0.38 0.57 4.29 3.35
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Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015b); Hydraulic Aspects Report
Addendum to I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (April 2010 and August 2015) (AECOM 2018b)

A description of streams and the proposed hydraulic crossings is provided in the following

sections.

Section C

Section Cincludes 15 existing and proposed hydraulic crossing sites. These crossings would impact
14.00 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 1.74 acres in the floodway.

The hydraulic crossing sites in Section C are shown on Figure 4-1 and summarized in Table 4-9.

Table 4-9: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings — Section C

Site Location Facilities on Structure Feature Under Comments
Structure
1 1-40 and WBCD Over 1-40 EB and WB; French Broad River Bridge
French Broad River WBCD; Ramp E; Ramp
H
2A 1-40 and WBCD Over 1-40 EB and WB; WBCD | Hominy Creek Bridge
Hominy Creek
2B Ramp E Over Hominy Ramp E Hominy Creek New Bridge
Creek
3B Ramp BD Over Hominy | Ramp D Hominy Creek Bridge
Creek
3D Ramp AC Over Hominy | Ramp AC Hominy Creek Bridge
Creek
4A 1-26 Over Hominy I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek Bridge
Creek
ac WBCD Over Hominy WBCD Hominy Creek New Bridge
Creek
5 SR 3412 (Sand Hill SR 3412 Ragsdale Creek Raise Headwall on
Road) Over Ragsdale Existing 2 @ 8 wX8'h
Creek RC Box Culvert
6 1-26 Over UT I-26 NB and SB; Ramp UT to Hominy Creek Extend 48” CMP
BD
21 Ramp DB Over UT Ramp DB UT to Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing 1 @
6’'wX9’h RC Box
Culvert
28 WBCD, EBCD Over WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing Triple
Ragsdale Creek 7’x9’ RC Box Culvert
29 WBCD, EBCD Over WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing Triple
Ragsdale Creek 8’x8’ RC Box Culvert
30 WBCD, EBCD Over UT | WBCD, EBCD UT to Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing Triple
48" RCP
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Feature Under

Comments
Structure

Site Location Facilities on Structure

31 US 19/23 (Smokey
Park Hwy) over
Ragsdale Creek

32 I-26 Over UT to LC_NB; LC_SB; RP2C;
Hominy Creek RP2D; RP2DB
Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for 1-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015b); Hydraulic Aspects Report
Addendum to I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (April 2010 and August 2015) (AECOM 2018b).

Y1; Y1B; RP1D Maintain existing

structure

Ragsdale Creek

Maintain existing
structure

UT to Hominy Creek

Section A

Section A would include four hydraulic crossing sites. These crossings would impact 8.57 acres in
the 100-year floodplain and 1.04 acres in the floodway.

The hydraulic crossing sites in Section A are shown on Figure 4-2 and summarized in Table 4-10.

Table 4-10: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings — Section A

Site Location Facilities on Structure Feature Under Comments
Structure
8 1-26/1-240 and Ramps I-26/1-240: Ramp 3B; Hominy Creek; SR Bridge
Over Hominy Creek Ramp 3C 3620; Greenway
Bridge
18 1-26/1-240 and Amboy | 1-26/1-240; Ramp 3D; UT to French Broad Replace Existing CM
Road Over UT Amboy Road River Pipe with 2 @ 66” CM
Pipe.
19 1-26/1-240 over Moore | 1-26/1-240 Moore Branch Replace Existing 66”
Branch CM Pipe with 2 @ 60”
CM Pipe.
26 I-26 over the French 1-26 French Broad River Fill into floodplain
Broad River adjacent to I-26

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015b). Hydraulic Aspects Report
Addendum to I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (April 2010 and August 2015) (AECOM 2018b).

Section B

Section B would include 12 hydraulic crossing sites. These crossings would have a total floodway
impact of 2.78 acres in the 100-year floodplain, and 0.57 acres in the floodway.

The hydraulic crossings are shown on Figure 4-2 and summarized in Table 4-11.
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Table 4-11: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings —Section B
Site Location Facilities on Structure Feature Under Comments
Structure
10 1-26 and Ramps Over 1-26 NB; I-26 SB; Ramp | Smith Mill Creek New Bridge
Smith Mill Creek A; Ramp D
11 1-240 EB Over French 1-240 EB Smith Mill Creek; New Bridge
Broad River Emma Road; Southern
RR (4 Tracks); French
Broad River; Riverside
Drive; US 19-23 SB
12 1-240 WB Over French | 1-240 WB Southern RR (3 New Bridge
Broad River Tracks); French Broad
River; Riverside Drive;
US 19-23 SB
13 Patton Avenue Over Patton Avenue Dual Westgate Access No Impacts
French Broad River Bridges Road; Emma Road;
French Broad River; 3
RR Tracks; Riverside
Drive
14 1-26 over Smith Mill 1-26 Smith Mill Creek New Bridge
Creek
16 Ramp AC over Reed Ramp D2 Reed Creek No Impacts
Creek
17 Patton Avenue Over Patton Avenue EB; Smith Mill Creek Extend Existing 3 @
Smith Mill Creek Patton Avenue WB; 8’'wX11’h RC Box
Y7l Culvert approx. 300’
23 1-240 WB Over 1-240 WB Tributary to Smith Mill | New Bridge
Tributary to Smith Mill Creek; 1-26 EB; 1-26
Creek WB
24 US 19-23 and US 19-23NB; US 19-23 | Tributary to French No Impacts
Riverside Drive Over SB; Riverside Drive Broad River
Tributary to French
Broad River
25 Y31 Over Tributary to I-240EB; 1-240WB; US Tributary to French No Impacts
French Broad River 19-23 SB; Riverside Broad River
Drive
33 US 19-23 Over UT to US 19-23NB; US 19- UT to French Broad Retain existing
French Broad River 23SB; Riverside Drive River
99 Y32 (Hill Street) Over Y32 UT to French Broad Retain existing
UT to French Broad River
River

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015b); Hydraulic Aspects Report
Addendum to I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (April 2010 and August 2015) (AECOM 2018b).
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Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

Buncombe County and the City of Asheville are participants in the National Flood Insurance
Program. Coordination with local authorities and FEMA will occur during the final design if
floodway modifications are required to ensure compliance with applicable floodplain
management ordinances.

The 100-year flood would be accommodated by new bridge crossings without a significant
increase in flood elevation. The project parallels the French Broad River in the vicinity of river
milepost 150.5 near Amboy Road and crosses the river along new location between river
mileposts 146 and 147. As such, filling in the floodway for roadway construction may occur near
Amboy Road. With improvements to existing 1-240 over Hominy Creek, the French Broad River
could be impacted up to river milepost 151.5, at the mouth of Hominy Creek. However, as
previously noted, any floodway modifications will be conducted in accordance with FEMA and
City of Asheville regulations.

Due to the proposed placement of structures (including the bridge piers) within the floodplain,
the potential exists for the floodplain elevation to rise above the existing level. If the floodplain
level rises and affects an insurable structure within the floodplain, the structure would have to
be relocated. The detailed evaluation of floodplain impacts will not be completed until the final
design plans are developed.

The overall effect of the project due to the encroachment on floodplains is anticipated to be
minor and is not likely to be significant, as the project would increase the bridge lengths for most
crossings allowing for increased passage of water. The encroachments on the floodplain would
also not present an increased danger to human safety as a result of the construction, nor would
it promote development within the floodplain for the preferred alternative.

4.1.4.9 Protected Lands

The project would not impact federal-designated wild and scenic rivers, state or national forests,
gamelands, or preservation areas.

4.1.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.1.5.1 Historic Architectural Resources

Prior to completion of the 2015 DEIS, the potential effect of the preferred alternative on historic
architectural resources was evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. The SHPO
concurred with the effects determinations at a meeting held on May 24, 2015, and these
determinations were summarized in Table 4-22 of the 2015 DEIS.

Since publication of the 2015 DEIS, the project team has coordinated with the owners of the West
Asheville/Aycock Historic School District, William Worley House, Freeman House, and Montford
Area Historic District.
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The effect for each historic architectural resource is described in the following sections and
summarized in Table 4-12. The expected property takings from historic architectural resources for
the preferred alternative are listed in Table 4-13.

Table 4-12: Determination of Effect to Historic Resources According to Section 106

Property Section C Section A Section B
Biltmore Estate No adverse effect N/A N/A
Asheville School No adverse effect N/A N/A
Buncombe County Bridge 216 N/A No adverse effect N/A
Calvary Baptist Church N/A No effect N/A
Baker Building N/A No adverse effect N/A
West Asheville/Aycock School Historic N/A No adverse effect N/A
District
William Worley House N/A N/A No adverse effect
Freeman House N/A N/A No adverse effect
Buncombe County Bridge 323 N/A N/A No effect
Southern Railroad Bridge N/A N/A No effect
Montford Area Historic District N/A N/A Adverse effect
Montford Hills Historic District N/A N/A No adverse effect
Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary N/A N/A No effect
Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage N/A N/A No effect
Whiteford G. Smith House N/A N/A No effect
Haywood Street United Methodist Church N/A N/A No adverse effect

Table 4-13: Property Takings (in acres) of Historic Architectural Resources by the Preferred
Alternative (Right-of-way/Easement)

Section C Section A Section B
Property

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
Asheville School 2.79/0.58 0.51/1.48 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Biltmore Estate 0/0 0/0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Buncombe County N/A N/A 0/0 0/0 N/A N/A
Bridge 216
Calvary Baptist Church N/A N/A 0/0 0/0 N/A N/A
Baker Building N/A N/A 0/0 0/0 N/A N/A
West Asheville/Aycock N/A N/A 0.35/0.25 0.15/0.10 N/A N/A
School Historic District
and Boundary Increase
William Worley House N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.1/0.22 0.05/0.26
Freeman House N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
Buncombe County N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
Bridge 323
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Section C Section A Section B
Property

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
Southern Railroad N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
Bridge
Montford Area Historic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
District
Montford Hills Historic N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0.03 0/0
District
Montford Hills and N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
Hibriten Drive
Expansion
Mrs. Minnie Alexander N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
Cottage
Whiteford G. Smith N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 0/0
House
Haywood Street United N/A N/A N/A N/A 0/0 >0.01/>0.01
Methodist Church

Biltmore Estate

Pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the
Section C preferred alternative would have “no adverse effect” on the Biltmore Estate property
and would avoid taking additional right-of-way from the property without the use of retaining
walls.

Asheville School

The preferred alternative would require taking approximately 0.51 acre of right-of-way from this
resource. Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with a determination of “no adverse
effect” because there are minimal right-of-way acquisitions and, taken as a whole, they would
not substantially diminish the integrity or significance of the property. However, to the greatest
extent possible, NCDOT has implemented efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to this resource
during preliminary design of the project alternatives. Avoidance and minimization efforts will
continue through subsequent phases of the project development and construction process.

The DEIS reported 2.79 acres of right-of-way impacts and 0.58 acre of construction easement
impacts to the Asheville School. Revised designs for the preferred alternative reduced the amount
of right-of-way impacts to 0.51 acre. The amount of construction easement required for this
property increased from 0.58 acre to 1.48 acres for the reconstruction of a path/driveway near
the corner of I-40 and Sand Hill Road.

Further coordination regarding mitigation opportunities for this resource will occur during
development of the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), according to 36 CFR
800.6(b)(1)(i-iv) of the NHPA, which will detail measures to be implemented to resolve adverse
effects through avoidance, minimization, or mitigation.
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Buncombe County Bridge 216

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have
“no adverse effect” on this historic resource from Section A because the bridge would remain in
place and protective measures would be utilized during construction.

Calvary Baptist Church

Section A designs will not require right-of-way from this property. Pursuant to Section 106, the
SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have “no effect” on this historic
resource because no construction activities would directly impact the property.

Baker Building

Section A designs show a small easement to modify the sidewalks in front of the Baker Building
to accommodate the revised grade of Haywood Road. Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO
concurred with the determination that the project would have “no adverse effect” on this historic
resource. This resource was previously referred to as the Friendly Grocery Store.

West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that there would be an “no
adverse effect” on this resource associated with Section A due to the mitigation measures
associated with the environmental commitments made by NCDOT. Approximately 0.15 acre of
right-of-way would need to be acquired within the historic district’s boundaries; however, with
regard to the existing stone wall, arrowhead monument, and several trees at the school,
protective measures will be utilized during construction.

The DEIS reported 0.35 acre of right-of-way impacts and 0.25 acre of construction easement
impacts to the Aycock Primary School. Revised designs for the preferred alternative reduced the
amount of right of way impacts to 0.15 acre and increased the need for temporary construction
easement to 0.10 acre. After speaking with school administration, redesign of the school’s traffic
pattern and purchase of a vacant lot on Argyle Lane could recoup the 25 parking spaces impacted
and alleviate the access issues. Construction easements would increase with this scenario but
NCDOT is investigating the constructability and design details for the new parking lot in
consultation with the school and HPO. In addition to recouping the 25 parking spaces, NCDOT
commitments include the:

e Preservation of screening trees along the west side of classrooms

e Installation of fencing (six feet in height at a minimum and the school’s chosen material)
between the greenway and the school yard

e Protection of the trees and Arrowhead monument on school grounds during construction

Further coordination regarding mitigation opportunities for this resource will occur during
development of the Section 106 MOA.
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William Worley House

The Section B preferred alternative would permanently incorporate less than 0.05 acre from the
3-acre property and require an underground easement for anchoring the proposed retaining
wall. Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that there would be
“no adverse effect” because the proposed effects would not degrade the historic character of
the house and the house would be screened by existing wooded area that lies between the house
and the proposed right-of-way. This resource was previously referred to as the C.G. Worley
House.

After publication of the DEIS and selection of the preferred alternative, NCDOT met with the
property owner of the William Worley House, at the residence located at 1 Worley Place on
September 19, 2016. The purpose of the meeting was to explain proposed impacts resulting from
the project and potential noise abatement measures such as installation by NCDOT of insulation
and central air and any other actions that would reduce noise. NCDOT will continue to coordinate
with the property owner to determine the appropriate mitigation measures.

Additional coordination occurred with IRA LLC via letter (attempts to set up a meeting were
unsuccessful), the property owner of the parcel of land adjoined to the property containing the
home that would be physically impacted by the project due to the underground easement.

The DEIS reported 0.10 acre of right-of-way impacts and 0.22 acre of construction easement
impacts to the William Worley House property. Revised designs for the preferred alternative
reduced the amount of right-of-way impacts to 0.05 acre and increased the amount of permanent
underground easement slightly to 0.26 acre to construct the retaining wall. NCDOT committed to
provide funding for the property owner to install central heat and air conditioning, storm
windows, and insulation.

Freeman House

No right-of-way would be required from this resource. Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO
concurred with the determination that the project would have “no adverse effect” on this historic
resource.

After publication of the DEIS, NCDOT contacted the property owner to explain proposed audible
and visual impacts resulting from the project and potential abatement measures. The property
owner indicated that they would like NCDOT to provide funding for appropriate mitigation
measures. NCDOT committed to provide funding for the installation of central heat and air
conditioning, storm windows, and insulation as well as landscaping along the edges of their
property facing the new facility.

Further coordination regarding mitigation opportunities for this resource will occur during
development of the Section 106 MOA.
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Buncombe County Bridge 323 (Formerly Great Smoky Mountains Park Bridge)

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with NCDOT's determination that the project would
have “no effect” on this historic resource because there would be no construction activities that
directly impact this bridge. This resource is the northern span of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges.

Southern Railroad Bridge

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with NCDOT's determination that the project would
have “no effect” on this historic resource because there would be no construction activities that
directly impact this bridge.

Montford Area Historic District

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with NCDOT's determination that the preferred
alternative would have an “adverse impact” on a local landmark, Riverside Cemetery, within the
Montford Area Historic District. While no construction work or temporary construction
easements will impact right-of-way within the district, there are two elevated bridges and a
retaining wall that will create visual impacts to this resource.

NCDOT is working with the newly-formed Asheville Aesthetics Advisory Committee to design
appropriate landscaping measures mitigate for the visual effects of the elevated roadway
adjacent to Riverside Cemetery.

Further coordination regarding mitigation opportunities for this resource will occur during
development of the Section 106 MOA.

Montford Hills Historic District

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with NCDOT's determination that the preferred
alternative in Section B would have “no adverse effect.”

The DEIS reported the project would not degrade the character of the historic resource but would
require an underground easement to anchor a proposed retaining wall at this location; however,
the revised designs of the preferred alternative do not require the underground easement to
accommodate the retaining wall, which allows all easement impacts to be eliminated.

Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with NCDOT's determination that the preferred
alternative would have “no effect” on this historic resource because there would be no physical
impacts to the site.

Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have
“no effect” on this historic resource because no construction activities would directly impact the
property.

STIP 1-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement 4-47



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

Whiteford G. Smith House

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have
“no effect” on this historic resource because no construction activities would directly impact the
property.

Haywood Street United Methodist Church

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the project would have
“no adverse effect.”

Originally, no construction work or temporary construction easements would impact the church
or its parking. However, the construction of a sidewalk in front of the church is currently proposed
and supported by the congregation.

4.1.5.2 Archaeological Resources

In order to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA (1966, as amended), FHWA and NCDOT must
evaluate the project’s impact on archaeological resources and determine whether additional
measures would be necessary to mitigate any adverse effects of the project on any archaeological
sites.

Archaeological site 31BN826 is NRHP-eligible under Criterion D and would be adversely affected
by the preferred alternative. Impacts to this site will be mitigated through the development and
execution of an archaeological data recovery plan. Site 31BN828 and 31BN825, which are
recommended NRHP-eligible under Criterion D, will not be affected by the project. These sites will
be avoided during the construction phase of the project and preserved in place. Five unassessed
sites (31BN823, 31BN868, 31BN870, 31BN871, and 31BN873) are located within the existing
right-of-way and will be evaluated during deep testing. Deep testing is also required in five
locations covering approximately 22 acres to search for previously-unidentified sites. If any of
these sites are determined eligible, FHWA and NCDOT will coordinate with SHPO and other
consulting parties on appropriate mitigation measures to compensate for archaeological site
impacts caused by construction. Deep testing and data recovery will occur once right-of-way has
been acquired. While site 31BN623 will be impacted with the placement of fill, it was determined
that this action would be a no adverse effect with the commitment that iron markers are placed
at either end of the wall to mark its extent prior to the placement of fill.

Further documentation of the mitigation for archaeological resources will occur during
development of the Section 106 MOA.

4.1.6 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Impacts to the existing natural environment in the project study area are presented in this
section. Unless otherwise cited, impact information regarding these topics was obtained from
the NRTR prepared for the proposed project and its associated addendum on the preferred
alternative (Atkins Engineering 2015, AECOM 2018e).
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4.1.6.1 Soils/Topographical/Geological

Properties of the soils within the corridor of the preferred alternative can affect the final
engineering design of the new roadway alignment. Soil limitations include erosion hazard,
shrink/swell potential, differential settlement, low strength, corrosivity, and flood hazard.

A detailed geotechnical investigation is currently being conducted for the preferred alternative;
however, preliminary analysis from the Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report (NCDOT 2006a) does not
anticipate rock cuts, nor was it determined acidic rock formations are likely to be encountered
along the corridor.

Mitigation

The soil limitations will be overcome through proper engineering design, incorporating
techniques such as soil modification, appropriate choice of fill material, use of non-corrosive
subgrade materials, and design of drainage structures capable of conveying estimated peak
flows. If there is indication of the presence of acidic rock formations, the actual amount of
treatment required will determine the various levels of mitigation. These may include
(1) treatment in place, (2) treatment of rock that has been excavated and used in fill or backfill
areas, and (3) treatment of very acidic material that would require fully separate and contained
areas.

4.1.6.2 Biotic Resources

Terrestrial Communities

Potential impacts to plant communities resulting from highway construction reflect the relative
abundance of communities within the project study area. Much of the project study area is within
residential and commercial/industrial regions of Asheville, and as such, urban/disturbed land is
the dominant mapped community. Areas mapped as alluvial hardwood forest and mesic mixed
forests are considered to be the only natural areas present within the project study area. Since
this project would involve some construction on new location, fragmentation of these forested
natural plant communities would be expected. Impacts to plant communities are expected to be
limited to cut or fill sections and additional 10-foot clearing limits required for construction
purposes. Anticipated impacts to vegetative communities by the preferred alternative are shown
in Table 4-14.
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Table 4-14: Anticipated Vegetative Community Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

Coverage (acres)
Vegetative Community Section C Section A Section B
DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
Maintained/Disturbed 171.93 156.05 91.08 83.61 124.82 120.58
Mesic Mixed Forest 111.26 105.11 47.41 44.64 40.67 32.81
Alluvial Hardwood Forest 6.55 3.68 1.50 1.54 3.88 2.14
Total 289.74 264.84 139.99 129.79 169.37 155.53

Terrestrial Wildlife

The proposed project is not expected to result in adverse impacts to wildlife due to the existing
urbanized nature of the project study area. Short-term displacement of local wildlife populations
would occur during initial construction. Most local species are habituated to human-related
disturbances and are expected to return to the vicinity after construction. Movement through
the area would become more dangerous for many transient species due to the increase in width
of the new facility.

No economically important game species are expected to be adversely affected by the project
due to the primarily urban and suburban setting.

Some wildlife species that occur within the project study area may be displaced through a
permanent change in location of community boundaries. Local large mammal populations, such
as deer, fox, and bobcat, may experience disruptions in mating, feeding, or migratory patterns as
a result of construction. Increased urbanization has already resulted in diminished habitat
opportunities as woodlands and adjacent agricultural lands are committed to development.
Migratory and resident bird species that require forest interiors for nesting may be displaced by
a reduction in community tract size.

NCDOT has evaluated the proposed project study area for potential crossings of large and small
wildlife. Along the corridor, potential crossings include replacing existing bridge structures with
new structures that include under passage of sufficient height and width to allow to movement
of large mammals, including black bears. Additionally, NCDOT will continue to coordinate with
the NCWRC and the USFWS on wildlife issues, including potential “hotspot” crossing areas.
Existing natural corridors of the preferred alternative appear to be in the following locations in
each section:

Section C

Existing natural corridors appear to be located along I-40 east of Exit #44 and south of the
Asheuville School. However, the existing interstate infrastructure currently serves as a barrier.

Within the interchange of I-26/1-40/1-240, there are four existing bridges proposed to be replaced.
The areas along Upper Hominy Creek may serve as a natural corridor. Alternative F-1 proposes to
replace these four structures with new bridges at the same location. The designs associated with
the 2015 DEIS proposed 1 additional crossing and approximately 1100’ of structure running
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parallel to the bank of Upper Hominy Creek that have been eliminated as a result of design
refinements undertaken following the 2015 DEIS.

East of Exit #47, there appears to be a natural corridor at Lower Hominy Creek. There are two
existing bridges carrying 1-40 (eastbound and westbound) across the stream. Alternative F-1
proposes three bridge crossings at this location. Two of these crossings will replace the existing
bridges carrying 1-40 over Lower Hominy Creek; the third crossing is a new structure that carries
the I1-40 WB exit ramp over Lower Hominy Creek.

Further east of Exit #47, the I-40 bridge crossings over the French Broad River will be removed and
replaced with new structures.

Section A

An existing natural corridor appears to exist along 1-26/1-240 under the bridges over Lower
Hominy Creek. These two bridge crossings are proposed to be removed and replaced. The
remainder of the study area in Section A is relatively urban.

Section B

Section B includes mostly urban development; therefore, natural corridors are not as prevalent.
There are five existing bridge crossings of the French Broad River; these crossings consist of one
bridge for Craven Street, two bridges for Patton Avenue, one railroad bridge, and one bridge
located on Pearson Bridge Road. None of these existing crossings will be impacted or altered due
to the proposed improvements associated with this project. Alternative 4-B proposes three new
bridge crossings over the French Broad River. Each of the proposed structures are expected to
have substantially long span lengths so as not to impede existing wildlife movement, thus
allowing for wildlife to continue to cross under the proposed alignments.

Aquatic Communities and Wildlife

Impacts to water resources in the project study area may result from activities associated with
the construction of the project. Activities that would result in impacts include clearing and
grubbing on streambanks, riparian canopy removal, in-stream construction, fertilizers and
pesticides used in revegetation, and pavement/culvert installation. The following impacts to
surface water resources could result from the construction activities mentioned above:

e Increased sedimentation and siltation downstream of the crossing and increased erosion in
the project study area

e Alteration of stream discharge due to silt loading and changes in surface and groundwater
drainage patterns

e Changesin light incidence and water clarity due to increased sedimentation and vegetation
removal

e Changes in and destabilization of water temperature due to vegetation removal

e Alteration of water levels and flows due to interruptions and/or additions to surface and
groundwater flow from construction
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e Increased nutrient loading during construction via runoff from exposed areas

e Increased concentrations of toxic compounds in roadway runoff

e Increased potential for release of toxic compounds such as fuel and oil from construction
equipment and other vehicles

Temporary construction impacts due to erosion and sedimentation will be minimized through
implementation of a stringent erosion control schedule and the use of best management
practices (BMPs).

Long-term impacts to streams along the project corridor would be limited to stream reaches
within the road facility footprint only. Impacts to stream reaches adjacent to the facility footprint
would be temporary and localized during construction. Long-term impacts to adjacent reaches
resulting from construction are expected to be negligible.

Invasive Species

Invasive species are species that are non-native to the ecosystem under consideration whose
introduction causes or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human
health. EO 13112 was signed in 1999 and requires that federal agencies shall use relevant
programs and authorities to:

e Prevent the introduction of invasive species

e Detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost effective
and environmentally sound manner

e Monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably

e Provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have
been invaded

e Conduct research on invasive species and develop technologies to prevent introduction and
provide for environmentally sound control of invasive species

e Promote public education on invasive species and the means to address them

FHWA has developed guidance on addressing the potential problems associated with roadside
invasive plants. Additionally, the proposed project will comply with the requirements set forth in
EO 13112 and the Federal Highway Administration Guidance on Invasive Species (FHWA 1999).
4.1.6.3 Natural Heritage Program ldentified Priority Areas

No Identified Priority Areas were identified in the project study area; therefore, impacts are not
anticipated.

4.1.6.4 Water Resources

Groundwater

Any wells within the project's right-of-way will be surveyed prior to project construction. NCDOT
will purchase these wells and cap and abandon them in accordance with North Carolina Well
Construction Standards. Any subsurface contamination will be reported to the Asheville Regional
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Office of the NCDEQ. During the final design phase of the project, NCDOT will also identify wells
adjacent to the project right-of-way that could be impacted by roadway construction. Mitigation
for these wells will be provided through land purchase, compensation for damages, or the
provision of new wells.

A roadway alignment is in a cut section if the elevation of the roadway is below the original
ground elevation. Well drawdown (reduced yield) may occur around areas of cut sections.
Construction of the project would contribute to a cumulative decrease in available recharge area
for the Piedmont and Blue Ridge crystalline-rock aquifers. However, due to the already
urban/disturbed land areas in the vicinity, the proposed project is not expected to substantially
impact aquifer recharge volumes.

Pollutants associated with highway construction and use could potentially affect aquifer
groundwater quality in localized areas. Possible pollutants include pesticides, herbicides,
fertilizers, petrochemicals, oil, grease, heavy metals, and hazardous materials. Note that no sole
or principal drinking water aquifers are present in the project study area (EPA 2007). The majority
of the drinking water in the project study area is supplied by reservoirs. Impacts to these
reservoirs are not anticipated.

Surface Water

Significant impacts on drainage patterns and groundwater are not anticipated for the preferred
alternative; however, the amount of impervious surface would be increased by the project. The
effects on surface water would likely be proportional to the increase in impervious surface and
are included in Table 4-15.

Table 4-15: Impervious Surface Area

Existing Impervious Area Increase in Impervious Percent increase in
Alternative (acres) Area (acres) Impervious Area
DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
Section C Alternative F-1 77.45 66.59 134.57 98.15 74% 47%
Section A 1-240 Widening 36.36 40.03 63.81 61.91 75% 55%
Alternative
Section B Alternative 4-B 59.28 80.45 99.73 101.62 68% 26%

Source: Updated Impervious Surface Calculations Memorandum (AECOM 2018h).

Due to the proximity to the French Broad River and Smith Mill Creek, mitigation measures to
minimize any impacts to water quality are needed. The increase in impervious surface area would
have minimal impact on the French Broad River basin as a whole but would increase both the
peak and total volume of runoff to the tributaries and smaller drainage basins within the project
study area. These impacts would be reviewed and addressed during the final design stage of the
project. The smaller receiving streams feed directly into the larger streams (Hominy Creek, Smith
Mill Creek, and the French Broad River), so the impacts on downstream properties would be
minimal. There are no high-quality receiving waters in the watershed that would be degraded by
runoff from the project.
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The following pollutants may be contained in the stormwater runoff:

e Sediment eroded during construction activity

e Pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used to plant and maintain highway landscaping
e Petrochemicals, oil, grease, and heavy metals associated with operation of vehicles

e Trash and debris discarded by highway users

e Chemicals and hazardous materials accidentally spilled during transport

The project has the potential to temporarily degrade the quality of water in the surrounding
streams by means of soil erosion during construction. Construction impacts are presented in
Section 4.1.6.

Mitigation

As part of the Highway Stormwater Program, NCDOT will develop and implement numerous
programs on a statewide basis to protect and promote stormwater quality impacted by NCDOT
discharges. Programs will be developed to ensure compliance with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. NCDOT will incorporate measures to control
nonpoint source water quality impacts as described in Best Management Practices for Protection
of Surface Waters (NCDOT 1997) and in NCDOT Stormwater Best Management Practices (NCDOT
2014d). The goal of these BMPs is to prevent degradation of the state's waters through the
location, construction, or operation of the highway system. The NCDOT Stormwater Best
Management Practices presents information about BMPs, basic hydrologic and hydraulic design
principles, and design considerations that impact BMPs construction and maintenance. These
measures will be incorporated into the final engineering design of the project and will be detailed
in an erosion and sedimentation control plan. This plan will be prepared in accordance with the
guidelines and requirements of the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution Control Act (15A
NCAC 4B.0101 0130).

During construction, BMPs for in-water and over-water construction will be implemented, which
will incorporate monitoring and enforcement of operational standards. A list of BMPs and NCDOT
standards is included in Section 4.1.7.6.

BMPs to control stormwater runoff include directing sheet flow over grassed shoulder slopes and
shallow flat slope ditches, using stone-lined ditches in lieu of rigid concrete pavement, and using
storage where necessary and practicable to reduce discharge of roadway runoff into sensitive
receiving waters (NCDOT 1991). In flat areas, such as the project site, long-term stormwater
drainage is typically provided through grass swales parallel to the roadway. Vegetated swales will
reduce water quality impacts to surface water by catching oil, grease, and other pollutants and
preventing them from draining to the area streams and rivers.

Stormwater runoff from the project will be contained as part of the project. NCDOT has no
jurisdiction to impose land use and development controls. However, local government has the
ability to control development through zoning, issuance of permits, and water quality objectives.
State stormwater certification (15A NCAC-2H.1000) will be required. Requirements for this
certification vary by the classifications of waters to which the project would drain.
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Specific stormwater management devices for treating the runoff from the project will be
determined during the final design phases of the project. Both quality and quantity management
will be addressed, with particular attention paid to the increased impervious area and to the
runoff collected from the extensive bridge structures. Possible devices include vegetated swales,
wet and/or dry detention basins, infiltration basins, filtration basins, and stormwater wetlands.
Numerous opportunities for these devices exist within the footprint of the proposed project.
Potential locations include the following:

Section C

Section C, with its characteristically spread footprint due to the nature of a directional
interchange, would create large areas in the ramp infields that may be readily used for
stormwater management devices.

Emergency oil and chemical spill response plans are in effect for Buncombe County. The state of
North Carolina has organized a system of Hazardous Materials Regional Response Teams
strategically located in the state to provide hazardous materials response services. The City of
Asheville Fire and Rescue serves Buncombe County and 19 other counties in western North
Carolina and provides hazardous materials emergency response.

The project would impact stream systems for which permitting will be required. Permits required
for impacts to streams are discussed in Section 4.4.1.

Section A

Section A is the most urban and the most site constrained section of the project and thus contains
the fewest opportunities for stormwater management devices. Still, the infield areas of the
Brevard Road interchange and the Amboy Road interchange offer opportunities for stormwater
management devices. Locating opportunities for stormwater treatment will be challenging in the
Haywood Road interchange area and at the northern terminus of the section.

Section B

The area beneath the structures west of the French Broad River in the vicinity of the existing
Crowne Plaza Resort golf course offers numerous opportunities for stormwater management
devices in Section B. In addition, the areas east of the French Broad River and west of the existing
railroad under the proposed bridges offer ample opportunities for stormwater treatment. Finally,
there would be areas created around the interchange ramp infield that may also be utilized if
needed.

Navigable Waterways

Navigable waterways associated with existing bridges within the project study area would not be
affected by the proposed project. New bridges are proposed for the preferred alternative in
Section B, and include a proposed bridge carrying I-26 over the French Broad River and two new
flyover bridges north of the existing Patton Avenue carrying 1-240 traffic over the river. These
bridges would not affect navigation of the French Broad River and would meet or exceed existing
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upstream and downstream navigational clearances. Coordination with the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) is ongoing and will
continue throughout the project.

4.1.6.5 Jurisdictional Issues

Wetlands and Streams

The crossing of jurisdictional features, including streams and wetlands, is unavoidable for the
proposed project; however, all practicable efforts have been taken during the preliminary design
to minimize these impacts. The area impacted for jurisdictional features is comprised of the cut
and fill limits plus a 25-foot buffer.

The impacts to jurisdictional features from the preferred alternative are shown on Figure 4-4
through Figure 4-6, with impacts to wetlands included in Table 4-16 and stream impacts included
in Table 4-17.

Mitigation

USACE has adopted, through CEQ, a wetland mitigation policy that embraces the concept of “no
net loss of wetlands” and sequencing. The purpose of this policy is to restore and maintain the
chemical, biological, and physical integrity of waters of the United States, and specifically
wetlands. Mitigation of wetland impacts has been defined by the CEQ to include avoiding impacts
(to wetlands), minimizing impacts, rectifying impacts, reducing impacts over time, and
compensating for impacts (40 CFR 1508.20). Each of these three aspects (avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation) must be considered sequentially.

Avoidance

Avoidance mitigation examines appropriate and practicable possibilities of averting impacts to
waters of the United States. According to a 1990 MOA between EPA and USACE (EPA 1990), in
determining “appropriate and practicable” measures to offset unavoidable impacts, such
measures should be appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts and practicable in
terms of cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. Impacts to
streams are expected due to the nature of the project. Not all sediment can be prevented from
entering waters of the United States.

Minimization

Minimization includes the examination of appropriate and practicable steps to reduce adverse
impacts to waters of the United States. Implementation of these steps will be required through
project modifications and permit conditions. Minimization typically focuses on decreasing the
footprint of the proposed project through the reduction of median widths, right-of-way widths,
fill slopes, and/or road shoulder widths. As work on I-40 and 1-240 will involve widening the
existing roadway, multiple opportunities will occur to minimize the lengths of culvert extensions
and fill slopes. Efforts will be made to decrease impacts to surface waters.
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Table 4-16: Wetlands Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

Wetland Impacts (acres)

Wetland ID ::::le Section C Section A Section B

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
WL 35 0.01 0.02 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WK 35 0.03 0.01 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WH 71 0.74 0.59 N/A N/A N/A N/A
wi 71 0.60 0.60 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WAC 59 0.33 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WX 46 0.06 0.01 N/A N/A N/A N/A
wz 40 0.05 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
W) 43 0.04 0.04 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WAF 39 <0.01 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WAG 39 0.01 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wv 54 <0.01 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
wQ Unknown 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
wy 40 <0.01 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
WA 40 N/A N/A 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
wC 43 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.06 0.00
WF 29 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.04 0.04
WD 33 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00
WG 20 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00
Total N/A 1.86 1.28 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.04

@ Wetland rating procedure from A Field Guide to North Carolina Wetlands (NCDNR 1996). Wetlands are rated on a
scale of 1 to 100, with 100 indicating the highest quality.

Table 4-17: Stream Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

Stream Impacts (linear feet)
Description Map ID | Classification® Section C Section A Section B

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
French Broad SA P 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
River
Ragsdale Creek SV P 253 200 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Trent Branch SW P 191 146 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Upper Hominy SX P 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Creek
UT1C to French SAB 14 18 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Broad River
UT1C to Lower SAC 79 79 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hominy Creek
UT1Cto SAD P 236 109 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Ragsdale Creek
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Stream Impacts (linear feet)
Description Map ID | Classification® Section C Section A Section B

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
UT1C to Upper SAF P 43 34 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hominy Creek
UT2 to UT 1Cto SAG | 278 224 N/A N/A N/A N/A
French Broad
River
UT2 to UT2C to SAI P 6 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Upper Hominy
Creek
UT2C To French SE P 22 20 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Broad River
UT2C to Lower SAJ P 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hominy Creek
UT2C to SAK | 165 109 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Ragsdale Creek
UT2C to Upper SAL P 543 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hominy Creek
UT3CTo SAN P 154 102 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Ragsdale Creek
UT1 to UT1C to SY P - 82 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Trent Branch
UT1C to Trent SAE P - 242 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Branch
UT2 to UT1Cto SAH P - 22 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Trent Branch
UT1A to French SD P N/A N/A 290 263 N/A N/A
Broad River
UT2A to French SF P N/A N/A 282 227 N/A N/A
Broad River
UT3C to Lower SH P N/A N/A 6 43 N/A N/A
Hominy Creek
Moore Branch SC P N/A N/A 220 188 N/A N/A
Lower Hominy SB P N/A N/A - 41 N/A N/A
Creek
Smith Mill Creek SR P N/A N/A N/A N/A 254 372
UT1B to Smith SG I N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,348 668
Mill Creek
UT2B to Smith SU P N/A N/A N/A N/A 300 299
Mill Creek
UT3B to Smith SS P N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 172
Mill Creek
UT1B to French SN N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0
Broad River
UT2B to French Sl N/A N/A N/A N/A 130 120
Broad River
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Stream Impacts (linear feet)
Description Map ID | Classification® Section C Section A Section B

DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS DEIS FEIS
UT3B to French SO P N/A N/A N/A N/A 31 17
Broad River
UT4B to French SK P N/A N/A N/A N/A 65 32
Broad River
UT6B to French SM N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0
Broad River
Total N/A 1,984 1,389 798 762 2,128 1,680

@ P=Perennial stream (typically contains permanent, flowing water), I=Intermittent stream (characterized by
temporal flow interruptions).

Compensatory

Compensatory mitigation is not normally considered until anticipated impacts to waters of the
United States have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent possible. It is recognized
that “no net loss of wetlands” functions and values may not be achieved in each and every permit
action. In accordance with 67 FR 2020, 2092; January 15, 2002, USACE requires compensatory
mitigation when necessary to ensure that adverse effects to the aquatic environment are
minimal. The size and type of the proposed project impact and the function and value of the
impacted aquatic resource are factors considered in determining acceptability of appropriate and
practicable compensatory mitigation. Appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation is
required for unavoidable adverse impacts that remain after all appropriate and practicable
minimization has been required. Compensatory actions often include restoration, preservation
and enhancement, and creation of waters of the United States. Such actions should be
undertaken first in areas adjacent to or contiguous to the discharge site.

In July 2010, a new legal document (or instrument) for the operation and use of the Ecosystem
Enhancement Program's (EEP) In-Lieu Fee programs for stream and wetland mitigation was
signed by USACE and NCDEQ.

The instrument complies with federal rules governing compensatory mitigation that became
effective in June 2008, and supersedes the 2003 MOA among USACE, NCDEQ, and NCDOT (EPA
2003) governing EEP operations, as well as a 1998 Memorandum of Understanding between
NCDEQ and USACE (NCDNR and USACE 1998).

EEP worked with USACE, EPA, and other state and federal regulatory and resource agencies to
develop the new instrument.

Opportunities for compensatory mitigation are limited within the project study area. Existing
downcutting, eroded drainages can be improved with streambank grading and planting or more
comprehensive restoration strategies. Almost all stream and wetland areas in the project study
area are invaded by exotic, invasive plant species including Chinese privet, Japanese honeysuckle,
multiflora rose, and Oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus). Removal of these invaders,
along with riparian buffer enhancements, may constitute further mitigation opportunities.
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Protected Species

Federally listed endangered and threatened species are legally protected under the provisions of
Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended, and any action likely to adversely affect a species
afforded federal protection is subject to review by USFWS and/or NMFS. Species classified as FSC
are not protected under the provisions of Section 7 of the ESA but are defined as species under
consideration for listing as threatened or endangered. North Carolina provides limited protection
to "at risk" species under the North Carolina Endangered Species Act and the North Carolina Plant
Protection and Conservation Act of 1979. NCWRC and the North Carolina Department of
Agriculture are responsible for enforcing and administering species protection. The federally
protected species found in Buncombe County (USFWS 2018) and the biological conclusions

regarding the potential effects of the project are summarized in Table 4-18.

Table 4-18: Federally Protected Species listed for Buncombe County

. Federal Habitat Biological

Scientific Name Common Name Status ® Present Concluiion a
Clemmys muhlenbergii Bog turtle T(S/A) Yes Not required
Glaucomys sabrinus Carolina northern flying E No No effect
coloratus squirrel
Myotis grisescens Gray bat E Yes MA-LAA
Myotis septentrionalis Northern Long-eared Bat T Yes MA-NLAA
Hybopsis monacha Spotfin chub ® T Yes No effect
Alasmidonta raveneliana Appalachian elktoe E Yes MA-LAA
Bombus affinis Rusty-patched bumble bee © E Unknown ¢ Not required
Microhexura montivaga Spruce-fir moss spider E No No effect
Epioblasma florentina Tan riffleshell > ¢ E Yes No effect
walker
Solidago spithamaea Blue Ridge goldenrod ® E No No effect
Sagittaria fasciculata Bunched arrowhead ® E Yes No effect
Sarracenia jonesii Mountain sweet pitcher plant E No No effect
Geum radiatum Spreading avens E No No effect
Spiraea virginiana Virginia spiraea ® T Yes No effect
Gymnoderma lineare Rock gnome lichen E No No effect

Source: Atkins Engineering 2015, AECOM 2018e

3 E = Endangered, T = Threatened, T(S/A) = Threatened due to similarity of appearance, MA-LAA — May Affect-

Likely to Adversely Affect, MA-NLAA — May Affect-Not Likely to Adversely Affect

b Historic record (the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago).
¢ No Section 7 survey or conclusion is required at this time.

4 Obscure record (the date and/or location of observation is uncertain).

The DEIS stated a biological conclusion of “no effect” for the Carolina northern flying squirrel,
spotfin chub, spruce-fir moss spider, Blue Ridge goldenrod, bunched arrowhead, mountain sweet
pitcher plant, spreading avens, Virginia spiraea, and the rock gnome lichen. Additional surveys
for these species are not required. A biological conclusion is not required for the bog turtle as
noted in the DEIS.
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Gray bat

The 2015 NRTR presented the biological conclusion of “unresolved” for the federally-endangered
gray bat (Myotis grisescens). However, gray bats have been detected in multiple locations in
Buncombe County since 2015.

All bridges/overpasses and culverts that met minimum size requirements (5 feet by 200 feet)
within the project study area were checked for evidence of bat use. This included checks of bridges
that span the French Broad River including the 1-40 dual bridges, and bridges on Amboy Road,
Haywood Road, and Pearson Bridge Road, among others. Two culverts showed evidence of bat
use. In September 2017, NCWRC and USFWS identified a gray bat inside of a culvert in the vicinity
of Hill Street. In December 2017, CALYX Engineers and Consultants, Inc. determined that no gray
bats were present, but staining was found on the vertical surfaces of the culvert. Based on the
staining patterns, it was determined that the bats are likely roosting at scattered locations along
the entire length of the culvert. An acoustic detector has been deployed at the culvert entrance
since fall of 2017 to monitor bat activity. Emergence counts and trapping were conducted
multiple times in 2018 to determine the number, age, and reproductive status of bats using the
culvert. This information will aid in determining whether the culvert is being used as a maternity
roost. In September 2019, gray bats were found roosting in the culvert under US 19/23 within the
interchange for Patton Avenue/I-240 in Asheville.

The culverts are within the proposed roadway construction limits of the 1-26 project. The culvert
at Hill Street was inspected for structural integrity in February 2018. The culvert was deemed
sufficient for hydraulic capacity and in structurally “fair-good” condition. The culvert under US
19/23 was inspected in November 2018. Repairs to this culvert are not anticipated at this time.

NCDOT will continue to coordinate with NCWRC and USFWS regarding avoidance and
minimization for the gray bat per Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.). Section 7 compliance will be sought and secured prior to signing the ROD.

Northern Long-eared Bat

The 2015 DEIS presented the biological conclusion of “unresolved” for the federally-threatened
Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis); however, the biological conclusion has been
updated to “May Affect — Not Likely to Adversely Affect” due to the presence of suitable habitat
within the study area. Therefore, NCDOT is coordinating with the USFWS to determine whether
formal consultation will be required per Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531
et seq.). Section 7 compliance will be sought and secured prior to signing the ROD.

Appalachian elktoe

7

The 2015 DEIS presented the biological conclusion of “may affect-not likely to adversely affect
for the Appalachian elktoe (Alasmidonta raveneliana). The Freshwater Mussel Survey Report
evaluated the presence of freshwater mussels within the project study area and noted the
Appalachian elktoe was not found at any sites within the project study area (Three Oaks
Engineering 2018). The study did indicate, however, that Appalachian elktoe are present in the
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mainstream French Broad River upstream of surveyed sites, approximately 1.5 river miles from
the project study area boundary. Based on this information, NCDOT is assuming presence and will
comply with Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and information
will be sought and secured prior to signing the ROD. Therefore, the biological conclusion will be
“may affect- likely to adversely affect”.

Rusty-patched bumble bee

Since publication of the DEIS, the rusty patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis), a species that occurs
in the eastern and Midwestern United States and Ontario, Canada, was listed as an endangered
species for Buncombe County under the ESA of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). No
Section 7 survey or conclusion is required due to the species "historic" record status.

Tan riffleshell

7

The 2015 DEIS presented the biological conclusion of “may affect-not likely to adversely affect
for the Tan riffleshell (Epioblasma florentina walkeri). The Freshwater Mussel Survey report
completed in January 2018 noted the species was not found at any sites within the project study
area, and records of this species in this portion of the French Broad River Basin are historic. Based
on these survey results, the updated biological conclusion of the tan riffleshell is “no effect.”

4.1.7 CONSTRUCTION

The construction activities associated with development of the project would create
environmental impacts. These impacts are generally short-term in nature and can be controlled,
minimized, or mitigated through conformance with BMPs and standard NCDOT procedures. For
detailed information concerning BMPs, refer to the NCDOT guide, Best Management Practices
for Construction and Maintenance Activities (NCDOT 2003a). The potential construction impacts
of the project are presented in this section.

4.1.7.1 Energy

Construction of the project is expected to result in less total energy utilization than the No-Build
Alternative. Although construction of the project would initially require the consumption of
energy and resources that would not be used if the project were not built, operation of the facility
would compensate for the energy lost during construction by increasing the efficiency of the
region's roadway system.

Increased energy efficiency from roadway improvements would be attributed to its controlled
access features and would result in (1) decreased vehicle delays, (2) more efficient vehicle
operating speeds, and (3) diversion of traffic away from less convenient and less efficient
roadways. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005.

4.1.7.2 Visual

Short-term visual impacts are expected to occur due to construction activities and equipment.
To reduce the potential for visual impacts, construction activities would be contained within as
minimal an area as practical. Construction easements on parcels outside the alignment, where
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required, would be managed to minimize potential visual impact. Following construction, ground
cover, landscaping, or related materials may be utilized to restore or enhance areas to
preconstruction conditions or better.

4.1.7.3 Noise

Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in noise levels within the vicinity
of the project. Noise would be generated primarily from heavy equipment used to transport
materials and construction. Sensitive receivers located close to the construction activities may
temporarily experience increased noise levels.

Construction noise can be controlled by regulating the hours of construction and equipping
machinery with noise reduction devices. Certain construction activities could also be limited
during the evening, weekends, and holidays. Storage and staging areas would be located as far
from noise sensitive areas as practicable. NCDOT specifications require the contractor to limit
noise levels to 80 dBA Leq in noise sensitive areas adjacent to the project. NCDOT also reserves
the right to monitor construction noise and to require noise abatement where limits are
exceeded. NCDOT can also limit work that produces objectionable noise during normal sleeping
hours.

4.1.7.4  Air

Construction activities could have a short-term impact on air quality, primarily during site
preparation. Dust is the pollutant of primary concern during the construction period. Dust would
be generated during earth moving activities; handling of cement, asphalt, or aggregate; and
equipment travel over unpaved haul roads. Wind erosion of exposed areas and material
stockpiles would also generate dust.

The amount of dust generated would vary, depending on the construction activity and local
weather conditions. Where excess dust is anticipated to be a problem, effective dust control
measures would be implemented in accordance with standard NCDOT procedures. Dust control
would be the responsibility of the contractor and could include the following:

e Minimizing exposed earth surface

e Temporary and permanent seeding and mulching

e Watering working and haul areas during dry periods
e Covering, shielding, or stabilizing material stockpiles
e Using covered haul trucks

Emissions from construction equipment are regulated by federal standards. Any burning of
cleared materials would be conducted in accordance with applicable state and local laws,
regulations, and ordinances. Specifically, a Burning Permit from the North Carolina Division of
Forest Resources must be obtained for burning within woodlands or 500 feet of woodlands under
the protection of the Division of Forest Resources.
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4.1.7.5 Utilities

Construction of the project would require some adjustment, relocation, or modification to
existing public utilities such as natural gas pipelines, power transmission/distribution lines, water
and sewer lines, and telephone and cable television lines. The impacts to these utilities are
described in Section 4.1.3.4. Any disruptions to utility service during construction would be
minimized by phased adjustments to the utility lines.

It is anticipated that the construction techniques to be used in the relocation of buried utilities
would include a combination of trenching and boring. Utility relocation impacts would be more
succinctly defined and minimized at Concurrence Points 4B and 4C of the Section 404/NEPA
Merger Process as a result of utility relocation design in the final design phase of the project. All
modifications, adjustments, or relocations would be coordinated with the affected utility.

4.1.7.6  Water Quality

Runoff from the project construction site could impact water quality by the transport of
sediment, nutrients, or hazardous materials. In accordance with the North Carolina
Sedimentation and Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC 4B.0001.0027), an erosion and
sedimentation control plan must be prepared for land disturbing activities that cover one or more
acres to protect against runoff from a 10-year storm. Thus, prior to the start of project
construction activities, an erosion and sedimentation control plan will be prepared in accordance
with the NCDOT guidelines in Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters
(NCDOT 1997) and NCDOT Stormwater Best Management Practices Toolbox (NCDOT 2014d).
BMPs to minimize sedimentation and erosion impacts during construction include, but are not
limited to, the following:

e Scheduling construction activities to minimize exposed area and duration of exposure
e C(learing only minimal distances ahead of grading

e Temporary seeding, sodding, and/or mulching of disturbed areas

e Using gravel or straw on exposed surfaces prior to revegetation

e Revegetating as soon as possible after construction

e Using energy dissipators at outfalls

e Constructing temporary sediment traps

e Using silt fences

e Covering stockpiled materials

e Wetting exposed areas during windy conditions

In addition, NCDOT'’s standard practices will be adhered to during construction of the project.
The standard practices require the proper use and handling of construction materials. Every
precaution should be taken by the contractor to avoid erosion and discharge of wastewater,
bitumen, or hazardous materials, including fuel, lubricants, solvents, or other chemicals, to
ground or surface waters.
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4.1.7.7 Erosion Control

In accordance with the North Carolina Sedimentation and Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC
4B.0001.0027), an erosion and sedimentation control plan must be prepared for land disturbing
activities that cover one or more acres to protect against runoff from a 10-year storm. Thus, prior
to the start of project construction activities, an erosion and sedimentation control plan will be
prepared in accordance with the NCDNR publication Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and
Design Manual (NCDNR 1993) and the NCDOT sediment and erosion control program. The plan
will identify BMPs to be used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. BMPs would include, but are
not limited to, the following:

e Minimizing exposed earth surface

e Installing silt fencing

e Temporary and permanent seeding and mulching

e Watering working and haul areas during dry periods
e Covering, shielding, or stabilizing material stockpiles

4.1.7.8 Borrow and Disposal Sites

Construction waste material generated during clearing, grubbing, and other construction phases
would be removed from the project site and burned or disposed of by the contractor in
accordance with state and local regulations. Litter and other general trash would be collected
and disposed of at local landfill locations. Construction waste and barrow with regard to wetlands
would not be allowed unless properly permitted by USACE. Specific locations of barrow and
disposal sites will be determined during the final design phase of the project.

4.1.7.9 Construction Waste

Construction waste material generated during clearing, grubbing, and other construction phases
will be removed from the project site and burned or disposed of by the contractor in accordance
with state and local regulations. Disposal of construction waste in wetlands will not be allowed
unless properly permitted by USACE. Litter and other general trash will be collected and disposed
of at local landfill locations.

NCDOT will require contractors to conduct historic, archaeological, wetland, and threatened and
endangered species surveys prior to approval, and use of construction waste disposal and/or
barrow sites identified for the proposed project.

4.1.8 IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

As with any new roadway project, construction of the project would require certain irreversible
and irretrievable commitments of natural resources, manpower, materials, and fiscal resources.
Lands within the right-of-way would be converted from their present use to transportation use.
Use of these lands is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period that the land
is used for a highway facility. However, if a greater need arises for use of the land, or if the
highway facility is no longer needed, the land can be converted to another use. At present, there
is no reason to believe such a conversion would ever be necessary or desirable.
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Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as cement,
aggregate, and bituminous material would be expended to complete the project. In addition,
large amounts of labor and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and preparation
of construction materials. These materials are generally not retrievable. However, while demand
has increased, they are not in short supply and their use would not have an adverse effect on the
availability of these resources. Any construction would also require a substantial one-time
expenditure of state and federal funds that are not retrievable.

Construction of the project would, however, improve a critical link in the long-range
transportation system for the region. The project is consistent with the long-range transportation
goals and objectives of the NCDOT STIP and the FBRMPO. It is anticipated that the proposed
project would provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between I-26 south of Asheville and US
19-23 north of Asheville, improve the capacity of existing 1-240 west of Asheville, and reduce
traffic delays and congestion. It is also anticipated that the improved roadway would enhance
long-term access opportunities around and through the Asheville area, and would support local
and regional commitments to transportation improvement and economic viability. Benefits of
the project would include improved mobility and system linkage.

In summary, the anticipated beneficial effects would balance the irretrievable commitment of
resources caused by the project. The project is consistent with state and local goals of improving
transportation service in the region and strengthening the area's economic base.

4.1.9 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LONG-TERM AND SHORT-TERM USES/BENEFITS

The most disruptive local short-term impacts associated with the project would occur during
project construction. Existing homes and businesses would be displaced. However, adequate
replacement housing, land, and space are available for homeowners, tenants, and business
owners within the project area. Improved mobility and access to and from the study area could
stimulate economic and business growth and viability as well as long-term residential interest.

Construction activities could create short-term air quality, noise, and visual impacts for nearby
residents and businesses. Normal traffic patterns would also be disrupted. Implementation of
BMPs and NCDOT standard construction procedures would help minimize these impacts.

Specifically, increased turbidity levels in creeks and streams adjacent to construction activities
could temporarily affect localized water quality. BMPs, as described in Section 4.1.7.6, would
minimize potential water quality impacts. In addition, NCDOT will consult with USACE in order to
determine measures that will minimize impact to waterways and wetlands.

The local short-term impacts and use of resources by the proposed action would be consistent
with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. Completion of the project
would, over the long term, be consistent with local, county, regional, and state transportation
plans.
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4.2 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Indirect and cumulative effects of the project were studied for both the proposed project and for
a larger regional area that encompasses the reasonable and foreseeable projects along the |-26
Corridor. The indirect and cumulative effects for the project study area are included primarily in
the ILUS/LUSA (URS 2015d) and the 2018 LUSA Addendum (AECOM 2018a). Supporting
information is also provided in the Community Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015a) and the
Community Impact Assessment Addendum (AECOM 2018c) conducted for the project.

The FLUSA was established as the area within which the proposed project has the potential to
induce land use change. This study area encompasses areas examined for potential increases in
development pressure as a result of project construction.

The time horizon for the 2010 report was 2030, which was consistent with the FBRMPO
Transportation 2030: A Multi Modal, Long Range Transportation Plan for Buncombe, Haywood
and Henderson Counties (FBRMPO 2005). While the FBRMPO report still maintains the 2030 date,
the design year for I-2513 is currently 2035, and therefore the horizon year for this validation will
be 2035.

Based on available information, notable features within the FLUSA include numerous NRHP sites
and districts, including the Biltmore Estate. Also within the FLUSA are several conservation
properties, several hazardous disposal sites, a portion of the Pisgah National Forest, UNC-
Asheville, and the North Carolina Western Farmers Market.

As part of this assessment, an Indirect Land Use Effects Screening Matrix was developed, which
gualitatively assesses factors that influence land development decisions. Each factor receives a
rating from high concern for indirect effects to less concern for indirect effects. Based on the
information gathered, the factors in the screening tool indicate a lower concern for indirect and
cumulative effects as a result of the project. The result of the Indirect and Cumulative Land Use
Effects Screening Matrix suggests “Possible Indirect Effects.” Given the scope of the proposed
project and concerns about cumulative effects associated with all of the I-26 improvement
projects (including A-0010A and 1-4400/1-4700), an Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario
Assessment (URS 2015g) was also completed to identify possible areas potentially subject to
change in land use and whether indirect (secondary) and cumulative effects are anticipated, both
with and without the project.

Seven subareas within the FLUSA are identified as "probable development areas.” Probable
development areas are those identified in Indirect and Cumulative Effects Land Use Scenario
Assessment studies where the screening indirect and cumulative effects indicate likely or
probable changes in land use as a result of the project. The probable development areas include
the following:

e US 19-23/1-40 interchange area
e Sand Hill Road/Oakview Road/Sardis Road area
e Brevard Road corridor
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e Haywood Road/I-240 interchange area

e |-240/Patton Avenue/Westgate Shopping Plaza area
e |-240/Patton Avenue/Clingman Avenue/RAD area

e US 19-23 /Broadway interchange area

Based on a close examination of these seven probable development areas, land use changes as
a result of the proposed project are expected to be minimal within the FLUSA. The pace of infill
and redevelopment may be accelerated somewhat as a result of the project; however,
commercial, residential, and industrial growth and redevelopment is already occurring in many
of these areas and is expected to continue with or without the proposed project. Since the 2015
ISLUSA, developable land within the FLUSA has decreased 13 percent.

The construction of the proposed project is not expected to substantially influence regional
population growth. Most of the project is a widening project, with no new access being provided
to properties. However, though West Asheville is experiencing somewhat of a renaissance, the
restoration of Patton Avenue to a local street, along with associated streetscape improvements,
could modestly increase interest in this area that does not already exist. Nonetheless, any
potential effects to water quality as a result of this planned development would be tempered by
existing land use controls and development regulations covering watershed protection, stream
buffers, erosion and sedimentation control, and post-construction runoff.

Given the minimal indirect effects of the project, any contribution of the project to cumulative
effects resulting from current and planned development patterns should be minimal. For these
reasons, potential indirect and cumulative effects to downstream water quality should be
minimal.

Much of the future growth within the overall FLUSA could likely be attributed to the proximity of
I-26, I-40, and the City of Asheville. Growth is restricted within the project FLUSA by the presence
of the Biltmore Estate, lack of existing or planned public sewer, steep topography, and the
predominantly built up nature of much of the FLUSA. Because of these development constraints,
new development, redevelopment, or infill related to the proposed project would likely be
limited to specific areas of the FLUSA. Commercial development or redevelopment would likely
occur along the French Broad River (RiverLink areas), surrounding or near existing interchanges
(including the US 19-23/1-40, 1-240/Patton Avenue, and I-26/Broadway interchanges), and along
the built-up Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, Brevard Road, and Broadway corridors.

In Section B, I-240 access to US 19-23-70 would be shifted slightly north from its current location,
but a new interchange would not be created. The two proposed 1-240 bridges across the French
Broad River would connect to the new section of |-26 west of the river, but access would be fully
controlled. Some infill development may take place, despite the presence of steep topography
and an existing urban environment. The preferred alternative would include the construction of
new interstate access points close to underutilized areas along the French Broad River associated
with RiverLink. Since plans are already in place for these areas (i.e., Wilma Dykeman RiverWay
Master Plan), the preferred alternatives is not expected to induce development in these areas;
however, the project may accelerate these already planned developments.
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Generally, the widening of existing 1-240 (Section A) and the creation of a new location |-26
Connector should provide better connectivity in the interstate network throughout this portion
of Asheville and Buncombe County, as well as address forecasted traffic deficiencies, reduce
congestion and traffic delays along the existing 1-240 French Broad River crossing, and increase
the remaining useful service of the existing 1-240/Patton Avenue bridge by diverting traffic to a

new crossing.

Overall, the preferred alternative has a low to moderate potential to indirectly cause land use
changes or accelerate previously planned development throughout the identified probable
development areas in the FLUSA.

4.3

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Estimated environmental impacts associated with the preferred alternative are provided in Table

4-19.

Table 4-19: Summary of Project Impacts by Section

Section C (1-26/1-40/1-240

Section B (New Location

Interchange) Eeciont across French Broad)
Resource Alternative F-1 1-240 Widening Alternative 4-B
Draft EIS Final EIS Draft EIS Final EIS Draft EIS Final EIS
Project Features
Length (miles)
I-26 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.5
1-40/1-240 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 15 1.5
Total Length 5.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Interchanges 3 3 3 3 3 3
Railroad Crossings 2 2 0 0 5 5
e Wt : : : : ; ;
Construction Cost $203,300,000 | $200,570,000 | $105,700,000 | $152,903,000 | $291,300,000 | S448,193,000
Right-of-Way Cost $17,100,000 $12,423,000 $29,400,000 544,502,000 $36,800,000 595,374,000
Utilities Cost $2,100,000 54,464,000 $3,400,000 52,036,000 $3,900,000 513,576,000
Total Cost $222,500,000 | $217,457,000 | $138,500,000 | $199,441,000 | $332,000,000 | 5564,943,000
Socioeconomic Features
Relocations
Residential 31 14 81 71 33 29
Business 5 2 17 14 34 19
Nonprofit 1 1 1 1
Total 36 16 99 86 68 50
Schools Relocated 0 0 1 0 0 0
Churches Relocated 0 1 0 0
Parks and
Recreational Areas 1 0 2 1 0 0
Impacted
o : : : : : :
STIP 1-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement 4-72



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector

Section C (1-26/1-40/1-240 . Section B (New Location
Section A
Interchange) across French Broad)
Resource Alternative F-1 1-240 Widening Alternative 4-B
DraftEIS | Final EIS Draft EIS Final EIS DraftEIS | Final EIS

Physical Environment
Noise Impacts (No- 193 140 181 131 243 123
Build)
Noise Impacts 304 171 198 112 224 134
(before abatement)
Noise Impacts (after 274 72 94 17 89 99
abatement)
Hazardous Material
Sites (moderate or 1 0 0 0 1 1
high) Impacted
Floodplain Impacts 16.63 14.23 8.36 6.75 3.91 2.57
(acres)
Floodway Impacts

2.00 1.72 1.94 1.02 0.38 0.36
(acres)
Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres)
Residential Single- 125 5.4 8.4 35 7.5 3.9
Family Districts
Residential
Multifamily Districts 16.0 54 26.5 16.8 17.0 8.9
Neighborhood 0 0.0 0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Business District
Community Business 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Districts
Industrial 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.4 0.4
Institutional District 34.5 9.5 13.6 4.1 0.4 0.1
Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Highway Business 7.8 0.1 1.9 2.0 143 2.0
District
Regional Business 27.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 10.5 6.9
District
Central Business 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 03 0.1
District
Commercial 24.8 4.9 2.7 1.8 0.0 0.0
Resort District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.6 16.9
River District 0.0 0.0 6.3 3.2 22.3 15.3
Haywood Road -- 0.0 - 4.8 - 0.0
Total 122.6 25.7 64.7 36.1 92.5 54.5
Cultural Resources
Historic Properties — 0 0 1 Adverse 0 1 Adverse 1 Adverse
Section 106 Effects Effect Effect Effect
Historic Properties 1 1 2 1 2 1
Impacted
Archeological Sites 6 4 ) 5 0 0
Impacted
Natural Environment
Biotic Resources (acres)
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Section C (1-26/1-40/1-240 . Section B (New Location
Section A
Interchange) across French Broad)
Resource Alternative F-1 1-240 Widening Alternative 4-B
Draft EIS Final EIS Draft EIS Final EIS Draft EIS Final EIS
Maintained/ 171.93 157.1 91.08 81.3 124.82 121.8
disturbed
Mesic Mixed Forest 111.26 105.4 47.41 42.7 40.67 32.7
Alluvial Hardwood 6.55 3.7 1.50 14 3.88 3.8
Forest
Open Water 0.17 0.20 0 0 0.00 0
Total 289.90 266.40 139.99 125.40 169.37 158.30
Increase in
Impervious Area 134.6 98.2 63.8 61.9 99.7 101.6
(acres)
Stream Crossing 12 12 4 5 7 7
Impacts (#)
stream Impacts 1,984 1,376 798 640 2,128 2,171
(linear feet)
Wetland Impacts (#) 12 6 1 1 2 1
Wetland Impacts 1.86 1.27 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.04
(acres)
Pond Impacts (#) 0 0 0 0
Pond Impacts(acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Protected Species
Adversely Affected 0 2 0 2 0 2

@ Stream, wetland, and pond impacts calculated using design slope stakes plus 25-foot buffer. All other
impacts calculated using right-of-way.

4.4 REQUIRED PERMITS AND ACTIONS

4.4.1 NORTH CAROLINA DivisioN OF WATER RESOURCES

Section 401 Certification. Any activity that may result in discharge to navigable waters and that
requires a federal permit must obtain a certification that such discharge will be in compliance
with applicable state water quality standards.

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 143, Article 21, Part 1. Regulations promulgated in 15A
NCAC-2H and 2B.

Stormwater Certification. The NPDES stormwater permit addresses stormwater discharges that
impair water quality. NCDOT construction activities are covered under NCDOT’s Phase |
stormwater permit, which is administered through the Department’s sediment and erosion
control program. Specific requirements vary and are affected by the classifications of the water
to which the project would drain. NCDOT was granted its current permit on March 18, 2005.

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 143, Article 215, Part 1. Regulations promulgated in
15A NCAC-2H.1000 and 2B.0200.
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4.4.2 NORTH CAROLINA DivISION OF FOREST RESOURCES

Burning Permit. A permit is required to start a fire in woodlands or within 500 feet of woodlands
under the protection of the Division of Forest Resources. Thirty-day permits can be issued for
highway construction.

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 113, Article 4C, Subsection 60.21 60.31. Regulations
promulgated in 14 NCAC 9C.0200 .0203.

4.4.3 UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Section 404 Permit. A permit from USACE is required for any activity in water or wetlands that
would discharge dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States and adjacent wetlands.
To obtain permit approval, impacts to wetlands must be mitigated through avoidance,
minimization, and compensation measures in accordance with the "Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the Department of the Army and the Environmental Protection Agency:
Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines" (EPA 1990).

Authority. Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 and Section 404 of the CWA
of 1977. Regulations promulgated in 33 CFR 323.

Section 10 Permit. A permit is required for construction of structures such as piers and jetties
and excavation and placement of fill material in or affecting navigable waterways, including the
French Broad River.

Authority. Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899, Section 10.

4.4.4 UNITED STATES COAST GUARD

The USCG concurred in a letter dated January 4, 2017 (Appendix C) that the project will not require
a bridge permit under 23 U.S.C. 144(h) for the 1-240 bridges across the French Broad River. The
requirement to display navigational lighting is waived per 33 CFR 118.40(b).

4.4.5 UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Section 404 and Section 10 Permit Review. The USFWS’ responsibilities include review of Section
404 and Section 10 permits to determine a project's impact on public fish and wildlife resources.
USFWS provides recommendations to USACE on how the proposed project could avoid or
minimize impacts to existing fish and wildlife resources and their habitats, including wetlands.

Authority. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended.

Section 7 Consultation. Consultation with USFWS is required for any project that may impact
endangered or threatened plants and animals and their Designated Critical Habitat. The proposed
project is expected to potentially affect Appalachian elktoe habitat due to the placement of
bridge supports in the French Broad River bed. Habitat for the tan riffleshell is found in the river;
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however, recent surveys did not find the presence of the species in the area. The biological
conclusion for both species is may affect, but not likely to affect.

Authority. ESA of 1973, Section 7.

4.4.6 NC FLoopprLAIN MAPPING PROGRAM (FMP)

In accordance with Executive Order 11988, the Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with the NC
Floodplain Mapping Program (FMP), the delegated state agency for administering FEMA’s
National Flood Insurance Program, to determine the status of the project with regard to
applicability of NCDOT’s Memorandum of Agreement with FMP, or approval of a Conditional
Letter of Map Revisions (CLOMR) and subsequent final Letter of Map Revision (LOMR).
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In accordance with NEPA, NCDOT published a DEIS for the I-26 Connector project in October 2015.
The DEIS described the purpose of and need for the project, identified project alternatives, and
evaluated them for potential environmental effects. Since the DEIS was published, a preferred
alternative has been chosen based on feedback from the public and environmental reqgulatory and
resource agencies. This FEIS is presented in the same order as the DEIS, with clarification and
updates such as changes in the existing environment, updated impacts anticipated from the
preferred alternative, and responses to comments received on the DEIS. Some information from
the DEIS is summarized, and substantive new information is noted in italics.

CHAPTER 5. SECTION 4(F)
According to 23 U.S.C. Section 138 (Section 4(f)), USDOT:

... shall not approve any program or project...which requires the use of any publicly
owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge
of national, State or local significance as determined by the Federal, State, or local
officials having jurisdiction thereof, or any land from an historic site of national,
State or local significance as so determined by such officials unless (1) there is no
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, recreational area,
wildlife and waterfowl! refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.

In this section, resources subject to Section 4(f) are identified, potential uses of those resources
are discussed, avoidance alternatives and other measures to minimize harm to the resources are
assessed, and coordination with the public official having jurisdiction over each resource is
documented.

5.1 DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES

Three types of Section 4(f) resources would be affected by this project: historic sites,
archaeological sites, and public parks/recreation areas. The DEIS evaluated the Section 4(f)
applicability of resources within the project study area to determine whether the proposed
project may result in the use of a Section 4(f) resource.

The Section 4(f) resources that would be affected by the preferred alternative are described in this
section and shown on Figure 5-1.
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The DEIS reported that Section A — I-240 Widening Alternative was expected to require the
reconstruction of approximately 316 linear feet of the French Broad River Greenway at the
western end of the Carrier Park property to allow the reconnection of Old Amboy Road and
provide access to several properties west of Carrier Park along the banks of the French Broad
River. Since publication of the DEIS and design refinement of the preferred alternative, the
configuration at Amboy Road was realigned and avoided any required reconstruction of the
greenway. The DEIS reported that Section B — Alternative 4-B would require a permanent
construction easement to the Montford Hills Historic District due to the retaining wall adjacent to
Westover Drive. This impact has been avoided due to the refinement of the preferred alternative
design. Therefore, there are no Section 4(f) impacts anticipated to either the French Broad River
Greenway or the Montford Hills Historic District.

Since publication of the DEIS, the French Broad River has been designated a State Paddle Trail and
is therefore subject to Section 4(f).

5.1.1 HISTORIC SITES

The following includes descriptions of the historic resources impacted by the preferred alternative.
In addition to the Montford Hills Historic District, which is no longer impacted by the preferred
alternative as was reported in the DEIS, the Biltmore Estate and Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive
Boundary Expansion are no longer included, as they would not be impacted by the preferred
alternative.

5.1.1.1 Asheville School

Size 280 acres

Location 360 Asheville School Road. East of US 19-23-74A and northwest of
the SR 3412 Sand Hill Road grade separation over I-40

Ownership Private

Type Listed in the NRHP, 1996

Function Education, school

Facilities Academic buildings and surrounding grounds of athletic fields,

woods, and a lake bed
Access Private
Clauses Fee simple right-of-way agreements were obtained for both

SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) and I-40

5.1.1.2 West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District and Expansion

Size 11.6 acres
Location Haywood Road between Westwood Place and Michigan Avenue
Ownership Public and private
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Type
Function
Facilities
Access

Clauses

Listed in the NRHP, 2006 with an expansion in 2013
Education and commercial

Academic buildings and a commercial district
Public and private

None identified

5.1.1.3 William Worley House

Size
Location
Ownership
Type
Function
Facilities
Access

Clauses

4.1 acres

1 Worley Place in the Westwood neighborhood
Private

Determined eligible for the NRHP, 1999

Private residence

Single family home and grounds

Private

None identified

5.1.1.4 Haywood Street United Methodist Church

Size

Location

Ownership
Type
Function
Facilities
Access

Clauses

1.26 acres

297 Haywood Street bordered to the north and west by the
[-240/Patton Avenue interchange

Private

Determined eligible for the NRHP, 2001
Church

Church building and grounds

Public

None identified

5.1.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Site 31BN623, the Lower Hominy Hydroelectric Power Plant site, is recommended NRHP-eligible
under Criterion A due to its association with the early hydroelectric and streetcar industries. This
site has the potential to be impacted by the construction activities associated with the preferred
alternative. Where impacted, the site boundaries would be identified with iron markers, covered,
and buried in the proposed fill for the project.
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5.1.3 PusLICc PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS

The following public parks and recreation areas would be impacted by the preferred alternative.

5.1.3.1 Carrier Park
Size

Location

Ownership

Type
Function

Facilities

Access

Use

Clauses

Features

31.2 acres

219 Amboy Road in West Asheville (site of the former Asheville
Motor Speedway)

City of Asheville
Public park
Outdoor recreation

Volleyball courts, playground, roller hockey rink, bicycle racing
track, basketball court, multi-use track, lawn bowling court, paved
trail, unpaved trail, multi-use sports field for baseball and soccer,
restroom/refreshment facility, lawn bowling, pavilion, wetland
interpretive site, fishing pier, and parking lots (City of Asheville
2010b)

Vehicles enter the park via three driveway entrances off of Amboy
Road. Pedestrian access is via the French Broad River Greenway
from the east.

Average of 200 visitors per day, year-round

There is a restriction that will not allow motor vehicle racing and a
conservation easement along the riverfront, as well as various
utility easements across the property.

This is a relatively level piece of land between Amboy Road and the
French Broad River. The banks of the river are mostly steep. The
site is mostly open lawn area with mature trees along the riverbank
and new plantings in the open level area that has been disturbed
over the years. The property is mostly in the floodway. Some of the
property by the road is in the flood fringe.

5.1.3.2 French Broad River Paddle Trail

The French Broad River Paddle Trail is a recreational watercraft trail created and operated by
RiverLink and MountainTrue. The paddle trail facilitates public access to and camping on over 140
miles of the French Broad River, from the headwaters in Rosman, North Carolina, to Douglas Lake
in Tennessee. The French Broad River Paddle Trail is designated as a paddle trail by the North
Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources — Division of Parks and Recreation;
therefore, it is considered a publicly owned park/trail.
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5.2 USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTY

According to Section 4(f), a use of land occurs when, “(1) Land from a 4(f) site is permanently
incorporated into a transportation facility, (2) there is a temporary occupancy of land that is
adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) statute’s preservational purposes (23 CFR 771.135(p)(2)), or
(3) When there is a constructive use of land (23 CFR 771.125(p)(2))” (USDOT/FHWA 2005b,
2005c). These three types of uses of Section 4(f) properties are addressed in this section.

5.2.1 PERMANENT INCORPORATION OF PROPERTY

A summary of the property that would be permanently incorporated by the project is provided
in Table 5-1 and in the following subsections.

Table 5-1: Use of Section 4(f) Properties in Acres (Right-of-way/Easement)

Section A
EODEt Sectiqn C I.-240.- Sectit?n B
Alternative F-1 Widening Alternative 4-B
Alternative

Historic Sites
Asheville School 0.51/1.48 — —
West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District and — 0.15/0.10 —
Boundary Expansion
William Worley House — — 0.05/0.26
Haywood Street United Methodist Church — — 0.0021/ 0.0057
Archaeological Sites
Archaeological Site 31BN623 — | 0.05/0 | —
Parks and Recreation Areas
Carrier Park — 0.22/0.60 —
French Broad River Paddle Trail — — Bridge Bents

5.2.1.1 Asheville School

Section C — Alternative F-1 would include the widening of existing I-40 and the replacement of
the SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) Bridge over I-40 to accommodate the widening. Right-of-way would
be required from the Asheville School property, which is adjacent to existing I1-40 and SR 3412.
Approximately 0.51 acre would be permanently incorporated.

5.2.1.2  West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District

The Section A —1-240 Widening Alternative would require approximately 0.15 acre of permanent
incorporation of land within the boundaries of the West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District
for right-of-way and construction easements.

5.2.1.3 William Worley House

Section B — Alternative 4-B would require the permanent incorporation of land within the
boundaries of the William Worley House property for right-of-way. Impacts to this property
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would be minimized by the construction of a retaining wall that would limit the amount of
property to be disturbed. Less than 0.05 acre would be permanently incorporated from the
4.1-acre property. The alternative would also require an underground easement for anchoring
the proposed retaining wall.

5.2.1.4 Haywood Street United Methodist Church

Section B — Alternative 4-B would require the permanent incorporation of land within the
boundaries of the Haywood Street United Methodist Church for right of way (0.0021 acre) and
construction easement (0.0057 acre) due to the construction of a sidewalk in front of the church.

5.2.1.5 Archaeological Site 31BN623

The Section A — I-240 Widening Alternative would require the permanent incorporation of less
than 0.05 acre of archaeological site 31BN623.

5.2.1.6 Carrier Park

The Section A — I-240 Widening Alternative would permanently incorporate approximately 0.22
acre of the existing Amboy Road frontage of this 31-acre public park for additional right-of-way
and construction easements. The Carrier Park property contains a wide paved shoulder along the
existing Amboy Road frontage. This unchannelized, wide paved shoulder has provided
perpendicular parking for the site since it belonged to the Asheville Motor Speedway. It remains
even though the city has created additional parking areas within the park. Almost all of the 0.22
acre of additional right-of-way required from Carrier Park would be from this paved shoulder
area. According to the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation officials, future plans for the park
call for the removal of this parking. The required property contains no park amenities. However,
since the proposed project would require the acquisition of right-of-way and construction
easements within the boundaries of this public recreational facility, this resource is included in
the Section 4(f) evaluation.

5.2.1.7 French Broad River Paddle Trail

Bents will be required in the French Broad River for the I-26 and I-240 new location bridges
constructed as part of this project.

5.2.2 TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY OF PROPERTY

According to FHWA guidance, a temporary occupancy will not constitute a use of a Section 4(f)
resource if all of the conditions set forth in 23 CFR 771.135(p)(7) are met. Those conditions are
that

(1) Duration (of the occupancy) must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed
for construction of the project, and there should be no change in ownership of the
land; (2) Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude
of the changes to the 4(f) resources are minimal; (3) There are no anticipated
permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be interference with the
activities or purpose of the resource, on either a temporary or permanent basis;
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(4) The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the resource must be returned
to a condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project;
and, (5) There must be documented agreement of the appropriate Federal, State,
or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource regarding the above
conditions. (USDOT/FHWA 2005b, 2005c)

5.2.3 CONSTRUCTIVE USE OF PROPERTY

According to FHWA guidance, “Constructive use only occurs in those situations where, including
mitigation, the proximity impacts of a project on the 4(f) property are so severe that the activities,
features, or attributes that qualify the property or resource for protection under Section 4(f) are
substantially impaired” (USDOT/FHWA 2005c). It is not anticipated that there will be a
constructive use of any Section 4(f) resource(s) as a result of this project.

5.2.4 SUMMARY OF USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES

All uses of Section 4(f) properties related to the project can be categorized as permanent
incorporation of property for the project’s right-of-way or easement. A summary of the Section
4(f) resources that would be affected by the permanent incorporation of property for each
alternative is provided in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2: Summary of Uses of Section 4(f) Properties

Property | Alternative(s) | Type of Use
Historic Sites
Asheville School Section C — Alternative F-1 Permanent Incorporation
West Asheville/Aycock School Section A — |-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation
Historic District
William Worley House Section B — Alternative 4-B Permanent Incorporation
Haywood Street United Methodist | Section B — Alternative 4-B Permanent Incorporation
Church
Archaeological Resources
Archaeological Site 31BN623 Section A — |-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation
Parks and Recreation Areas
Carrier Park Section A —[-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation
French Broad River Paddle Trail Section B — Alternative 4-B Permanent Incorporation

5.3 DE MINIMIS IMPACTS

In Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy
for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109-59, the existing Section 4(f) legislation, was amended to
simplify the processing and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts on lands
protected by Section 4(f). According to USDOT, “This revision provides that once the U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT) determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f)
property, after consideration of any impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or
enhancement measures, results in a de minimis impact on that property, an analysis of avoidance
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alternatives is not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete” (USDOT/FHWA
2005c).

5.3.1 HisTORIC SITES

According to FHWA's question and answer document on the implementation of the de minimis
provision, “De minimis impacts related to historic sites are defined as the determination of either
"no adverse effect" or "no historic properties affected" in compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA (USDOT/FHWA 2013). In concurrence forms signed on May 21, 2015, the SHPO concurred
that certain alternatives of each section would have “no effect” or “no adverse effect” on the
historic resources according to Section 106 of the NHPA. The SHPO was notified in writing on
October 3, 2006, of FHWA's intention to utilize the SHPO concurrence with “no adverse effect”
determinations as the basis of de minimis findings. Of the three historic properties listed in Table
5-2, two qualified for de minimis findings (the Asheville School and the William Worley House).
Their de minimis applicability is described in the following sections.

5.3.1.1 Asheville School

The proposed right-of-way takings would not be in proximity to the complex of academic
buildings and surrounding grounds of this historic property. The SHPO concurred with a Section
106 determination of “no adverse effect” for all alternatives of Section C for this historic property
because there would be minimal right-of-way acquisitions and, taken as a whole, they would not
significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property. Therefore, the de
minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section C — Alternative F-1.

5.3.1.2 West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic
property in Section A, as NCDOT has committed to mitigate adverse effect by recouping parking
spaces, preserving screening trees, and providing fencing between the greenway and school yard.
Revised designs decrease the amount of right of way and easement needed compared to
previous designs and would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this
property. Therefore, the de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section A —1-240
widening alternative for this resource.

5.3.1.3 William Worley House

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic
property for Section B because there would be minimal right-of-way acquisitions and, taken as a
whole, they would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property.
Therefore, the de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section B — Alternative 4-
B for this resource.

5.3.14 Haywood Street United Methodist Church

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic
property for Section B because there would be minimal right-of-way acquisitions and, taken as a
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whole, they would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property.
Therefore, the de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section B — Alternative 4-
B for this resource.

5.3.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to Site 31BN623,
given that the site boundaries would be identified with iron markers, covered, and buried in the
proposed fill for the project. The de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to the
Section A —1-240 Widening Alternative for this resource.

5.3.3 PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS

De minimis impacts on publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges
are defined as those that do not "adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes" of the
Section 4(f) resource” (USDOT/FHWA 2013).

5.3.3.1 Carrier Park

Through coordination with the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department, revisions were
made to the project to minimize impacts to the French Broad River Greenway and Carrier Park.
With these revisions, the City of Asheville agreed by letter that the project would not adversely
affect the activities, features, and attributes of the French Broad River Greenway and Carrier
Park. NCDOT notified the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department that FHWA intended
to utilize their agreement that the project would not adversely affect the activities, features, and
attributes of the French Broad River Greenway and Carrier Park as the basis of a de minimis
finding.

It was noted coordination would continue with the City to minimize project impacts to these
facilities throughout the design process; therefore, once the preferred alternative designs were
refined, the City of Asheville agreed by letter (signed June 24, 2019) that the project would not
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify Carrier Park for Section 4(f)
protection. The letter also notified the City that FHWA confirms the de minimis finding regarding
the impacts to the Carrier Park. Documentation of this communication is provided in Appendix G.

5.3.3.2 French Broad River Paddle Trail

Section B — Alternative 4-B would require placing bents in the French Broad River. Paddle
accesses, campgrounds, and businesses along the French Broad River will be signed and/or
notified by NCDOT prior to and during construction activity. The North Carolina Department of
Natural and Cultural Resources — Division of Parks and Recreation agreed by letter (dated August
14, 2018) that the project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that
qualify the French Broad River for Section 4(f) protection, and notified the City that based on this
concurrence the FHWA will make a de minimis finding regarding the impacts to the French Broad
River. Documentation of this communication is provided in Appendix G.
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CHAPTER 6. LIST OF PREPARERS

This environmental document was prepared by AECOM (formerly URS Corporation), consulting
engineers, in cooperation with NCDOT and FHWA. The key personnel involved in the
preparation of this document are presented in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1: FEIS List of Preparers

Name

Position

Credentials

Federal Highway Administration

Clarence Coleman, PE

Preconstruction & Environment

Director

BS in Civil Engineering responsible for federal
aid projects in North Carolina. 26 years of
experience.

Felix Davila

Transportation Planning &
Environment Specialist

BS in Civil Engineer with 30 years of
experience at FHWA including 25 years in
NEPA studies.

North Carolina Department of Transportation

Derrick Weaver, PE

Project Development Group
Leader

BS in Civil Engineering responsible for
highway planning and environmental impact
analysis for NCDOT. 22 years of
transportation experience with NCDOT.

Jeff Lackey

Aesthetic Engineering Section

Supervisor

BS Environmental Architecture responsible for
Statewide Aesthetics for the NCDOT. 25 years
of experience with NCDOT in the design and
development of aesthetics and landscape
architecture.

Kevin Moore, PE

Project Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering. 20 years of experience
with NCDOT. Responsible for review of
roadway design.

Mary Pope Furr

Historic Architecture Team
Lead

MA in Architectural History. 23 years of
experience with NCDOT. Responsible for
overseeing review of historic architecture
resource impacts.

Elise Groundwater

Congestion Management
Project Design Engineer,
Western Region

28 years of engineering experience including
10 years of experience at NCDOT. Responsible
for review of traffic capacity analysis.

James Dunlop, PE

Congestion Management
Regional Engineer, Western
Region

30 years of experience including 25 years with
NCDOT. Responsible for review of traffic
capacity analysis.

AECOM/URS Corporation

Joanna Rocco, AICP

Project Manager and Senior
Environmental Planner

BS in Biology, MS in Environmental Studies
specializing in NEPA and environmental
documentation with 15 years of experience in
transportation planning projects and
preparation of environmental documents.
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Name

Position

Credentials

Celia Miars, AICP

Deputy Project Manager and
Environmental Planner

BS in Design and MS in Environmental Studies
with 6 years of experience in transportation
planning projects and preparation of
environmental documents.

Drew Joyner, PE

Transportation Planner
Department Manager;
Technical Review

BS in Civil Engineering with 23 years of
experience in NEPA studies.

Neil Dean, PE

Transportation Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering with over 20 years of
experience in planning projects and roadway
design.

Eric Spalding, PE

Transportation Engineer;
roadway designer

BS in Civil Engineering, PE; 5 years of
experience in Roadway Design

Cindy Camacho, AICP

Senior Community Planner

MA in Planning with 29 years of land use and
environmental planning experience.

Kory Wilmot, AICP

Senior Urban Planner

Masters of Public Administration, BA in Urban
and Regional Planning with 16 years of
experience in NEPA documentation and
community studies.

Todd McAulliffe, AICP

Planner/ GIS; lead GIS reviewer

MA in Geography with 15 years of experience
in GIS analysis, transportation and urban
planning.

Robin Marshall

Senior Technical Editor/Writer

B.S. English with 28 years of experience in
technical document review.

Chris Lucia, PE

Transportation Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering with more than 6 years
of experience in traffic engineering.

Dennis Hoyle, PE

Hydraulic Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering with over 34 years of
experience in planning, design, and hydraulic
analysis.

Meme Buscemi, PE

Hydraulic Project Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering with over 13 years of
experience in planning, bridge inspection,
hydraulics, and roadway design.

Patriot Transportation Engineeri

ng, PLLC

Peter Trencansky, PE, PTOE,
AICP

Transportation Engineer

MCE in Civil Engineering with 20 years of
experience in transportation planning and
design.

Heath Gore, PE, ID

Traffic Engineer

BS in Civil Engineering and JD in Law with over
12 years of experience in traffic engineering.

Public Participation Partners, LLC

Simone Robinson

Senior Planner

BS in AT Merchandising and MUP in Urban
Planning with 7 years of experience in land
use planning providing community impacts
assessment, public engagement,
Environmental Justice and LEP outreach for
NEPA documentation.
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Name Position

Credentials

Atkins

Matthew T. Cusack Group Manager

BS in Marine Biology with 16 years of
experience in natural systems studies,
federal/state permitting, functional
assessment, and jurisdictional delineations.

Rebecca Berzinis Senior Scientist

MS in Environmental Engineering Sciences
and BS in Biological Sciences with 16 years of
experience in environmental science,
providing environmental services such as
NEPA documentation, ecological studies, and
federal/state permitting support.

Jeremy Schmidt Scientist

BS in Environmental Technology with 6 years
of experience in ecological studies and
jurisdictional delineations.

Rainor Gresham, GISP Scientist

BS in Natural Resources with 6 years of
environmental science and GIS experience
providing support for stream and wetland
delineation, permitting, and remote sensing.

Ben Cogdell Scientist

BS in Natural Resources Ecosystem
Assessment with 6 years of experience that
includes natural resource assessments, plant
and wildlife identification, and wetland
ecology. Environmental services include
jurisdictional area delineations, GIS mapping,
aerial photographic interpretation, protected
species surveys, and environmental
document preparation.

Kirsten Hunt Scientist

MA in Geography with 5 years of experience
in environmental assessments and geospatial
analysis.
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In accordance with NEPA, NCDOT published a DEIS for the |-26 Connector project in October
2015. The DEIS described the purpose of and need for the project, identified project alternatives,
and evaluated them for potential environmental effects. Since the DEIS was published, a
preferred alternative has been chosen based on feedback from the public and environmental
and regulatory resource agencies. This FEIS is presented in the same order as the DEIS, with
clarification and updates such as changes in the existing environment, updated impacts
anticipated from the preferred alternative, and responses to comments received on the DEIS.
Some information from the DEIS is summarized, and substantive new information is noted in
italics.

CHAPTER 7. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS
TO WHOM COPIES OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT

In order to facilitate review and comment, the following agencies, local officials, and public
libraries were provided copies of this document.

7.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES

e United States Environmental Protection Agency (Region IV, Environmental Review Branch)
e United States Department of Transportation

e United States Department of the Interior

e United States Department of Agriculture

e United States Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Environmental Affairs
e Federal Railroad Administration

e Federal Emergency Management Agency

e Federal Aviation Administration

e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

e United States Geological Survey

e Tennessee Valley Authority

e Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

7.2 REGIONAL OFFICES

e United States Environmental Protection Agency
e Department of Housing and Urban Development
e United States Army Corps of Engineers
— Asheville Regulatory Field Office
— Wilmington District
e United States Fish and Wildlife Service
e United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
e Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
e General Services Administration
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7.3 STATE AGENCIES

e North Carolina Office of State Human Resources

e North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

e North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

e North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources

e North Carolina Department of Public Instruction

e North Carolina Department of Commerce — Travel and Tourism Board

e North Carolina Department of Economic and Community Development

e North Carolina Department of Administration — State Environmental Review Clearinghouse
e North Carolina Department of Transportation — Board of Transportation Division 13
e North Carolina Department of Transportation — Division 13 Engineer

e North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality — Division of Water Resources
e North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office

7.4 LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES

e Chairman, Buncombe County Commissions

e Manager, Buncombe County

e Mayor, City of Asheville

e City Manager, City of Asheville

e City of Asheville Transportation Department

e City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department

e City of Asheville Public Works Department

e City of Asheville Planning Department

e Buncombe County Planning and Development

e French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization
e Land of Sky Regional Council (local rural planning organization)
e Western North Carolina Regional Air Quality Agency

e Town of Woodfin

7.5 INTEREST GROUPS

e Amboy Road businesses

e Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce

e Asheville School

e Biltmore Estate

e Bingham Road/Emma Road Area Neighborhood
e Burton Street Neighborhood

e Coalition of Asheville Neighborhoods

e Council of Independent Business Owners

e Rotary Club of Downtown Asheville

e East-West Asheville Neighborhood Association
e Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Neighborhoods

STIP I-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement 7-2



Chapter 7. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons

I-26 Asheville Connector

e Haywood Road businesses

e Hillcrest Apartment Community

e [-26 Champions

e |-26 Connector Awareness Group

e Leadership Asheville Seniors

e Montford Neighborhood Association

e Mountain True

e Norfolk Southern Railway

e Riverlink, Inc.

e Riverside Drive businesses

e West Asheville Business Association

e West End/Clingman Avenue Neighborhood
e Western North Carolina Corridor Association
e Westgate/Patton Avenue businesses

e Westwood Place Neighborhood

7.6  PUBLIC LIBRARIES

State Library of North Carolina
109 East Jones Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Pack Memorial Library
67 Haywood Street
Asheville, North Carolina 28801

West Asheville Library
942 Haywood Road
Asheville, North Carolina 28806

Buncombe County Law Library
60 Court Plaza
Asheville, North Carolina 28801

7.7 WEBSITE

https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-26-connector
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In accordance with NEPA, NCDOT published a DEIS for the I-26 Connector project in October
2015. The DEIS described the purpose of and need for the project, identified project alternatives,
and evaluated them for potential environmental effects. Since the DEIS was published, a
preferred alternative has been chosen based on feedback from the public and environmental
regulatory and resource agencies. This FEIS is presented in the same order as the DEIS, with
clarification and updates such as changes in the existing environment, updated impacts
anticipated from the preferred alternative, and responses to comments received on the DEIS.
Some information from the DEIS is summarized, and substantive new information is noted in
italics.

CHAPTER 8. AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

8.1 AGENCY COORDINATION

During the study, agency coordination took place through communication with a Steering
Committee and subsequently, a Merger Team, as well as through communication with federal,
state, and local agencies in general. General coordination with agencies took place during the
initial stages of the project when the scoping letter was issued. The Steering Committee was
formed at the outset of the project. Coordination with the Merger Team took place after 2002
when the original Steering Committee became the Merger Team. Coordination with the Merger
Team followed the Section 404/NEPA Merger Process and took place at specific points in the
study, called Concurrence Points (CP). The timing and context of agency coordination meetings
are summarized in this section.

8.1.1 HisTORY OF AGENCY COORDINATION

8.1.1.1 Issuance of Scoping Letter

At the outset of the environmental studies for the 1-26 Connector, the proposed roadway was
identified as TIP number 1-2513. A scoping letter soliciting comments on the proposed project
was sent on January 16, 1996, to the following local, state, and federal agencies:

e Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

e Tennessee Valley Authority

e United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

e United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IV
e United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e United States Geological Survey (USGS)

e Land of Sky Regional Council

e City of Asheville, Mayor

e Buncombe County, County Commissioner

e North Carolina Department of Administration State Environmental Review Clearinghouse
e North Carolina Office of Archives and History

e North Carolina Department of Public Instruction
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e North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

Hydraulics Unit

Roadside Environmental Unit
Geotechnical Engineering Unit
Location and Surveys Unit
Right-of-way Unit

Traffic Engineering Branch
Bicycle Coordinator

Director of Aeronautics
Operations, Chief Engineer
Rail Planner, Rail Division
Division 13, Division Engineer

e North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) (now North
Carolina Department of Environmental Quality [NCDEQ]), Water Quality Lab

e North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC)

The scoping letter and agency comments received in response to the scoping letter are
provided in the 2015 DEIS Appendix C (Sub-Appendix C1 and C2). The agency comments in
response to the scoping letter are also summarized in the 2015 DEIS Appendix C (Sub-Appendix
C1and C2).

8.1.1.2

Section 404/NEPA Merger Process

In 1997, USACE, FHWA, and NCDOT signed an Interagency Agreement integrating Section 404
and NEPA. The agreement requires the establishment of a project team at the beginning of
each transportation project and outlines the coordination process with a series of CPs, which
are as follows:

e CP 1: Purpose and Need

e (P 2: Detailed Study Alternatives

e CP 2A: Bridge Locations and Lengths

e CP3:LEDPA

e CP 4A: Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts
e CP 4B: 30 percent Hydraulic Design

e (P 4C: 100 percent Hydraulic Design and Permit Drawings

The Merger Team was formed from the original Steering Committee. The first official Merger
Team meeting was held on October 23, 2002. The following agencies are part of the Merger

Team:
e USACE
e USFWS

e EPA, Region IV
e NCDENR (now NCDEQ), Division of Water Resources
e NCWRC
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e Tennessee Valley Authority
e North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, State Historic Preservation
Office

e FBRMPO
e FHWA
e NCDOT

The Merger Team reviews and provides written concurrence at each CP before initiating the
next step. The signed concurrence forms for merger meetings occurring since publication of the
DEIS (CP 3 and CP 4A) are located in Appendix F.

8.1.1.3 Issuance of Notice of Intent under NEPA

In accordance with NEPA, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a NEPA EIS was published in the
Federal Register, Volume 72, No. 142, Wednesday, July 25, 2007. The NOI is included in the
2015 DEIS Appendix D.

8.1.2 AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Appendix C presents a chronological listing of agency correspondence since publication of the
2015 DEIS for the project.

8.1.3 AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS

A timeline and summary of agency coordination activities since publication of the 2015 DEIS is
provided in Appendix F.

8.2 PUBLICINVOLVEMENT

The DEIS describes methods used for public outreach; which includes the mailing list,
newsletters, post cards, the telephone hotline, the project website, and project visualizations.
Copies of the newsletters and post cards are included in the 2015 DEIS Appendix C4. The
project website can be found at https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-26-connector.
NCDOT developed visualizations to supplement the information and maps presented at the
2015 Corridor Public Hearing in both video and map formats. The visualizations can be found on
the project website.

Public meetings were conducted in several formats: citizens’ information workshops, small
group meetings, a public hearing, a project design forum, a project educational forum, a project
informational forum, through meetings of a CCC, and small group meetings with
neighborhoods.

8.2.1 COMMUNITY OUTREACH

NCDOT has held numerous meetings with community stakeholders since the project’s
inception. Beyond the traditional public meetings, informational workshops, public hearings,
and small group meetings, NCDOT has incorporated feedback from several community
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committees and/or organizations. Further coordination with the affected communities, the City
of Asheville, and various stakeholders, has provided an opportunity to sufficiently avoid,
minimize, or mitigate impacts from and offset impacts by increased benefits to some
neighborhoods. A timeline of when meetings were held, descriptions of the meeting formats,
and brief summaries of meeting proceedings are summarized in this section. More detailed
records of the meetings held since publication of the 2015 DEIS are provided in Appendix F.

8.2.1.1 Public Involvement Activities

A timeline and summary of public involvement activities that have occurred since publication of
the DEIS is provided in Appendix F.

8.2.1.2 Neighborhood Outreach Meetings

The following is a list of neighborhood outreach meetings since publication of the DEIS
including dates, locations, and approximate number of attendees:

e 09/20/2016 — Small Group Meeting — West Asheville Business Association (WABA) at Isis
Restaurant and Music Hall (743 Haywood Rd, Asheville, NC 28806);, attended by
approximately 40 residents.

e 09/20/2016 - Small Group Meeting — Montford Neighborhood/Murphy Hill
Community/Houston/Courtland Community at Isaac Dickenson Elementary School (90
Montford Avenue, Asheville, NC 28801); attended by over 100 residents.

e 10/17/2016 — Small Group Meeting — Burton Street Neighborhood at Burton Street
Community Center (134 Burton Street, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 18
residents.

e 02/20/2017 — Small Group Meeting — Burton Street Neighborhood at Burton Street
Community Center (134 Burton Street, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 40
residents.

e 03/21/2017 — Small Group Meeting — Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue Community at
Mothlight (701 Haywood Road, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 39
residents.

e 03/21/2017 — Small Group Meeting — Hillcrest Apartments Community at Carl E. Johnson
Community Center (100 Atkinson Street, Asheville, NC 28801); attended by approximately 12
residents.

e 06/05/2017 — Small Group Meeting — EWANA at the East West Vintage Rentals (278
Haywood Road, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 39 residents.

e 06/06/2017 — Small Group Meeting — WABA at Isis Restaurant and Music Hall (743
Haywood Road, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 40 residents.

e (09/07/2017 — Small Group Meeting — Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue Community at
Earth Fare (66 Westgate Parkway, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 15
residents.

Based on written comments and issues and concerns discussed in the neighborhood meetings,
general concerns and comments are summarized as follows:
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¢ Ingeneral, there is mixed support for the project within these neighborhoods.

e Residents support the separation of interstate traffic from local traffic.

e There is general opposition to an eight-lane cross section.

e Residents felt that the local design plans were not adequately considered.

e Residents would like to see components of the project improve pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity within the project study area, especially in the area of the Westgate Shopping
Center.

e Residents are anxious for the lengthy planning process to conclude and are apprehensive
about how their issues and concerns will be incorporated into the planning document.

e Residents would like aesthetically pleasing sound walls, landscaped medians, and buffers as
part of the project.

e There is a perception that the preferred alternative selection is biased toward costs.
Residents feel that alternatives impacting working class African American neighborhoods
are more affordable for the state than alternatives in other Asheville neighborhoods,
therefore, skewing the selection of the preferred alternative.

e Burton Street residents remember the division of their neighborhood by the construction of
[-240, and feel that Alternate 3 would have negative effects to the remaining Burton Street
Community.

e WABA members noted that closing or moving the Haywood Road interchange would likely
result in loss of business to several owners surrounding the interchange and this should not
be considered.

e There were concerns that the City of Asheville does not have an adequate amount of
affordable housing for those who may be relocated by the I-26 Connector Project.

e Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue residents expressed interest in removing the Amboy
Road Extension all together in order to reduce the overall project impacts. Concepts
suggested included a configuration similar to a spread diamond interchange between
Brevard Road and Amboy Road. It was noted by residents, with this type of configuration,
the bike lanes and sidewalk as currently proposed, could be completely eliminated by
providing a greenway. They proposed the greenway connection could begin on the north
side of the spread diamond interchange, and run from Shelburne Road east to Carrier Park.
It was perceived by some that a greenway serving pedestrians and bicyclists would be more
desirable than bike lanes/cycle tracks and a sidewalk.

e Residents expressed general concern over potential noise impacts.

e General recommendations suggested designs be prepared to provide accommodations for
pedestrians and bicyclists throughout the project and with a focus on safety in areas where
they interact with motor vehicles.

e Hillcrest Apartment Community residents agree that the proposed access changes to and
from the community were generally a benefit to residents.

e Hillcrest Apartment Community residents agreed sidewalks to the signalized intersection at
Patton Avenue would be desirable, but that attention must be paid to safety at that
intersection due to the amount of traffic anticipated. The residents also agreed it would be
beneficial to keep the pedestrian bridge, but that there could potentially be ramps instead of
stairs to accommodate wheelchairs and any other special needs of pedestrians.

STIP 1-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement 8-5



Chapter 8. Agency Coordination and Public Involvement I-26 Asheville Connector

e WABA and EWANA residents expressed safety concerns for bicyclists and pedestrians if
Haywood Road was designed as a roundabout or “ovalabout.” Many residents explained
that they value being able to commute from East West Asheuville to areas for recreation and
work, and didn’t feel comfortable with traversing a roundabout. The perception heard from
most residents was that drivers will be paying more attention to other vehicles than they
would bicyclists and pedestrians.

e Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue residents expressed positive feedback for the concepts
recommended between Amboy and Brevard Roads. Community residents expressed safety
concerns regarding the slip ramp from I-26 to Amboy Road south, noting cars could speed
through the ramp without paying attention to bicyclists or pedestrians.

Burton Street Community Outreach

As a result of the proposed widening in Segment A, additional right-of-way will be required in
the Burton Street neighborhood. As described in Chapter 4, the Burton Street neighborhood has
been classified as an Environmental Justice population that has incurred recurring impacts.
NCDOT, with the assistance of a subconsultant that specializes in environmental justice issues, is
investigating ways to provide additional mitigation opportunities to lessen the burden of the
project on the Burton Street neighborhood. This is being addressed by the development of a
community-driven Burton Street Neighborhood Plan, adopted by the City of Asheville on
September 25, 2018, which includes a list of mitigation strategies to be implemented by NCDOT
as part of the project. The Burton Street Neighborhood Plan is included in Appendix E.

The plan includes a list of strategies that will be implemented by NCDOT to mitigate impacts
from the proposed project. As noted in the plan, included in Appendix E, the following mitigation
strategies will be implemented by NCDOT:

e Improve existing sidewalks to meet ADA design standards

e Improve pedestrian connections between community resources by installing a sidewalk on
Downing Street per agreement of property owners

e Improve sidewalk connections between commercial corridors, and include a pedestrian path
from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue that will connect to future greenway

e Evaluate opportunities for new transit stops, such as near Burton Street and Haywood Road

e Install a sidewalk along Patton Avenue to connect pedestrian path and transit stop

e Install bus shelters and other improvements at transit stops located near Burton Street.
Consider neighborhood specific designs if feasible

e Incorporate a Burton Street history mural on proposed I-26 Connector sound wall if built

e Improve Community Center infrastructure by including additional parking

e (Construct a new park and community gathering space at Smith Mill Creek that will include
an access point to the future greenway

e Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue intersection by adding pavement markings
and left turn signals

Increase the tree canopy within the interstate buffer along the Burton Street neighborhood
where possible
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A list of the outreach that has occurred with the Burton Street neighborhood during
development of the Burton Street Neighborhood Plan is below. Notification materials and
handouts are included in Appendix F.

e (01/15/2018 — Community Open House #1 — St Paul's Missionary Baptist Church (170
Fayetteville St, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 41 residents.

e 01/15/2018 — Stakeholder Group Meeting — St Paul's Missionary Baptist Church (170
Fayetteville St, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 3 community business
owners.

e (03/20/2018 — Community Open House #2 — St Paul's Missionary Baptist Church (170
Fayetteville St, Asheville, NC 28806),; attended by approximately 28 residents.

e 04/30/2018 — Community Open House #3 — Burton Street Community Center (132 Burton
Street, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 34 residents.

Since publication of the Burton Street Neighborhood Plan, NCDOT initiated a working group to
coordinate with the Burton Street Community on implementing the mitigation measures NCDOT
has committed to. The result of this working group will be a mitigation implementation plan
that can be used during the project’s final design.

8.2.1.3 Corridor Public Hearing

A Pre-Hearing Open House and Corridor Public Hearing were held on November 16, 2015, in the
Grand Ballroom, Renaissance Asheville Hotel. The Open House began at 4:00 PM and ended at
6:30 PM. The Corridor Public Hearing began at 7:00 PM, approximately 500 people were in
attendance.

The Open House was held to give interested parties an opportunity to review displays, including
design maps; ask questions directly from project staff; and leave comments, both verbal and
written. The Corridor Public Hearing consisted of a formal presentation, which included an
explanation of project schedule, alternatives included in the 2015 DEIS, right-of-way, relocation
requirements/procedures, and the state-federal relationship.

NCDOT received approximately 1,483 comment sheets, e-mails, letters, form letters, hotline
calls, verbal comments, and/or Engage NCDOT posts regarding the project. Copies of the post-
hearing meeting minutes summarizing the comments received and the NCDOT responses are
located in Appendix F.

The following is an overview of the public hearing and the main issues of concern regarding the
project according to the comments received:

e Agency Comments Received
— Federal Agencies:
0 United States Environmental Protection Agency
O National Marine Fisheries Service
0 United States Department of the Interior
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0 United States Army Corps of Engineers
— State Agencies
0 North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
O North Carolina Department of Administration State Environmental Review
Clearinghouse
0 NCDEQ, NCWRC, NCNHP, NCDEQ Waste Management Solid Waste Section and
Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch
— Local Agencies
0 City of Asheville
0 Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce
0 Town of Woodfin
0 Several members of the Asheville City Council and Madison County government
e Special Interest Group Comments
— The Biltmore Company
— Asheville Bear Creek RV Park and Campground
— EWANA
— Woodland Hills of Asheville Homeowners Association
— Asheuville on Bikes
— MountainTrue
— Asheville Design Center
— Council of Independent Business Owners
— Asheville Sierra Club
— WECAN
— Southern Environmental Law Center
— Montford Neighborhood Association
— 1-26 ConnectUs
e Project Opinion
— 22.4 percent (332) generally in favor of the project
— 71.6 percent (1,062) generally opposed to the project
— 9.2 percent (89) unanswered project opinion
e Excluding the form letters
— 36.8 percent (257) generally in favor of the project
— 54 percent (377) generally opposed to the project
— 9.2 percent (64) unanswered project opinion
e Alternative Preferred
— In Section C
0 15 comments in favor of Alternative A-2
0 10 comments in favor of Alternative C-2
0 12 comments in favor of Alternative D-1
0 55 comments in favor of Alternative F-1
0 40 comments in favor of the No-Build Alternative
— In Section A
0 97 comments in favor of the No-Build Alternative
0 52 comments in favor of the Widen Existing Alternative
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— In Section B
0 35 comments in favor of Alternative 3
0 15 comments in favor of Alternative 3-C
0 668 comments in favor of Alternative 4
0 748 comments in favor of Alternative 4-B
0 26 comments in favor of the No-Build Alternative

Note that not all comments received included a preference of alternatives.

8.214 Design Public Hearing

A Pre-Hearing Open House and Design Public Hearing were held on December 4, 2018, in the
Grand Ballroom, Renaissance Asheville Hotel. The Open House began at 4:00 PM and ended at
6:30 PM. The Corridor Public Hearing began at 7:00 PM, approximately 480 people were in
attendance.

The Open House was held to give interested parties an opportunity to review displays, including
design maps; ask questions directly from project staff; and leave comments, both verbal and
written. The Design Public Hearing consisted of a formal presentation, which included an
explanation of project schedule, design features and impacts of the preferred alternative, right-
of-way, relocation requirements/procedures, and the state-federal relationship.

8.2.2 SPeCIAL COMMITTEES

8.2.2.1 Community Coordinating Committee

In late 1999, public concern about the project prompted the City of Asheville to request that
NCDOT pursue additional public involvement. Partnering with the City of Asheville, NCDOT
invited the leaders of the interested business groups, affected neighborhoods, and other public
interest organizations to meet and discuss the principal issues of concern. To bring the greater
community to a consensus, a CCC was formed from this group of community leaders. The CCC
was formed to facilitate public involvement and acquire public input on the project. In addition
to citizen representatives, the CCC was composed of representatives from the following
agencies, businesses, and organizations:

e Montford Neighborhood Association

e Fairfax Avenue/Virginia Avenue Neighborhood
e Burton Street Community Association

e Southeastern Freight Lines

e |CAG

e RiverLink Inc.

e Council of Independent Business Owners
e Land of Sky Regional Council

e The Biltmore Company

e Western North Carolina Alliance (WNCA)
e Quality Forward
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e McGuire, Wood & Bissette
e Biltmore Farms, LLC
e Westgate Corporation
e Out There Press
e Smart Growth Partners
e Buncombe County Planning & Development Zoning Administrator
e Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce
e City of Asheville
— Mayor
— Transportation Department
— Public and Community Information Coordinator
— Housing Authority

e FHWA
e NCDOT
— Division 13

— Citizens Participation Unit (now Public Involvement Team)
— Project Development Environmental Assessment Branch (now Environmental Analysis
Unit)
e TGS Engineers
e Parsons Brinckerhoff

Many meetings of the CCC have been held throughout the project development process.
Records of these meetings are listed in the 2015 DEIS Appendix C and are available upon
request.

8.2.2.2 Aesthetics Advisory Committee

In response to a recommendation by the CCC, the City of Asheville established an AAC to work
with NCDOT and the city to address aesthetic issues throughout the planning and design of the
project.

The AAC acts in an advisory capacity. Members are charged with being familiar with NCDOT
policies and city ordinances. Their work must be completed in a timely manner in accordance
with the project’s overall schedule. They have assisted with community outreach via
neighborhood group meetings, workshops, and surveys.

Members understand that any of their recommendations that are outside of NCDOT policy can
be considered, but should include suggestions for funding. To assist them, NCDOT and the City
jointly provide technical and functional support. NCDOT has provided technical assistance for
some visualization. The city has provided meeting locations and notifications. Several meetings
have used video conferencing to involve NCDOT personnel.

The committee has provided guidance on the location of the proposed planted median and the
planned design of noise walls.
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The AAC was composed of the following citizen, agency, and business representatives:

e Leslie Fay

e Hedy Fisher

e Peter Gentling

e Robert Camille, Camille Alberice Architects

e Alice Oglesby, 1.0. Design and lllustration

e Matt Sprouse, Site Works Studios

e Scott Shuford, City of Asheville, Planning and Development
e Alan Glines, City of Asheville, Planning and Development

e Dan Baechtold, City of Asheville, Transportation and Engineering
e Rick Tipton, NCDOT

e Greg Shuler, NCDOT

Many meetings of the AAC were held in the early stages of the project development process.
Records of these meetings are listed in the 2015 DEIS Appendix C and are available upon
request. At the request of the City of Asheville after the 2015 Corridor Public Hearing, an AAC
was reinitiated on July 24, 2018 and includes the following representatives:

e Woodard (Woody) Farmer
e Michael Adams

e David Nutter

e Michael Zukoski

e Tal Dgani

e Ted Figura

e Susan Loftis

8.2.2.3 I-26 Connector Working Group

In March 2016, NCDOT and the City of Asheville established the I-26 Connector Working Group,
which initiated a series of meetings between members of the City of Asheville City Council, the
Asheville Design Center, Buncombe County, FHWA, FBRMPO, NCDOT, and other stakeholders.
The purpose of these working group meetings was to discuss methodologies for various
technical aspects of the project, discuss FHWA and NCDOT policies that factor into designs of
the various project alternatives, receive feedback from local officials and public citizens on
various aspects of the project, discuss bicycle/pedestrian accommodations and betterment
requests from the City of Asheville, among other topics. The I-26 Connector Working Group will
continue to coordinate with NCDOT throughout development of the project and into final
design.

A list of the working group meetings held to date is listed below and included in Appendix F.

e 03/24/2016 — Working Group Meeting #1 — City of Asheville City Hall, Asheville, NC.
e 06/03/2016 — Working Group Meeting #2 NCDOT Division 13 Buncombe County
Maintenance Office, Asheville, NC.
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e (08/06/2016 — Working Group Meeting #3 — NCDOT Division 13 Buncombe County
Maintenance Office, Asheville, NC.

e 09/20/2016 — Working Group Meeting #4 — NCDOT Division 13 Buncombe County
Maintenance Office, Asheville, NC.

e 10/17/2016 — Working Group Meeting #5 — City of Asheville Fire and Police Training Room,
Asheville, NC.

e 11/18/2016 — Working Group Meeting #6 — Land of Sky Regional Council, Asheville, NC.

e 02/20/2017 — Working Group Meeting #7 — Land of Sky Regional Council, Asheville, NC.

e (05/26/2017 — Working Group Meeting #8 — Land of Sky Regional Council, Asheville, NC.

e 07/27/2017 — Working Group Meeting #9 — Land of Sky Regional Council, Asheville, NC.

e 07/31/2018- Working Group Meeting #10 — Land of Sky Regional Council, Asheville, NC.

e (02/21/2019-Working Group Meeting #11 — City of Asheville Fire and Police Training Room,
Asheville, NC.

In April 2018, NCDOT began coordinating with the City of Asheville’s consultant Sam Schwartz
on various design recommendations from the City of Asheville. One of these recommendations
included revising this interchange to an urban diamond type configuration. Alternative 4-B was
revised to include a diamond interchange at the I-26/1-240/Patton Avenue, which required the
addition of approximately 8.5 acres of right of way, however, no additional residential
relocations were necessary, and one business relocation was eliminated. The full analysis of
Alternative 4-B by the City of Asheville and their design recommendations for Section B was
finalized in September 2018 and is included in Appendix B.

8.3 PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE 2015 DEIS

Comments received on the 2015 DEIS and at the Corridor Public Hearing were considered jointly
by NCDOT at the post hearing meeting held on January 26, 2016. A summary of the comments
and responses to the public comments received is included in Appendix H.

8.4 CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES

During the course of the project, controversial issues have been identified through the public
involvement process. The primary issues were the need for eight lanes versus six lanes to
adequately increase capacity on I-240 (Section A of the project), and the separation of local and
interstate traffic. These issues have been resolved with the selection and refined designs of the
preferred alternative.
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AAC Aesthetics Advisory Committee

AAMPO Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACAC Asheville Connector Advisory Committee

ACS American Community Survey

ADC Asheville Design Center

ADT Average Daily Traffic

APE Area of Potential Effects

ART Asheville Redefines Transit

ATS Asheville Transit System

BG Block Group

BMP Best Management Practice

BOSS Bus on Shoulder System

BRT Bus Rapid Transit

C/D Collector/Distributor

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments

CCC Community Coordinating Committee

CEDS Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CES Cumulative Effects Study

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CIA Community Impact Assessment

Ccp Concurrence Point

cT Census Tract

CWA Clean Water Act

dB Decibel

dBA Decibels of A-weighted noise

DCIA Direct Community Impact Area

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DOJ Department of Justice

DSA Demographic Study Area

EB Eastbound

EEP Ecosystem Enhancement Program
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EO
EPA
ESA
EWANA
FAA
FBRMPO
FEIS
FEMA
FHWA
FLUSA
FPPA
FSC
GIS
HOV
HQW
HUD
ILUS/LUSA
LEDPA
LEP
Leq
LOS
LRTP
MOA
MPO
MSAT
MSD
MTP
N/A
NAAQS
NAC
NB
NCAC
NCDENR
NCDEQ
NCDOT
NCNHP

Executive Order

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act

East-West Asheville Neighborhood Association
Federal Aviation Administration

French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Future Land Use Study Area

Farmland Protection Policy Act

Federal Species of Concern

Geographic Information System

High Occupancy Vehicle

High Quality Waters

Housing and Urban Development

Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
Limited English Proficient

Equivalent sound level

Level of Service

Long Range Transportation Plan

Memorandum of Agreement

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Metropolitan Sewer District of Buncombe County
Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Not Applicable

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Noise Abatement Criteria

Northbound

North Carolina Administrative Code

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
North Carolina Department of Transportation

North Carolina Natural Heritage Program
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NCTN North Carolina Transportation Network

NCWRC North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHL National Historic Landmarks

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NLEB Northern long-eared bat

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOI Notice of Intent

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NPIAS National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems

NPS National Park Service

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NRTR Natural Resources Technical Report

NS Norfolk Southern Railway

ORW Outstanding Resource Waters

RAD River Arts District

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for
Users

SB Southbound

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SPL Sound Pressure Level

STC Strategic Transportation Corridor

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program

TAC Joint Transportation Advisory Committee

TCC Technical Coordinating Committee

TDM Transportation Demand Management

TIP Transportation Improvement Program

TRB Transportation Research Board

TSM Transportation System Management

TUDI Tight Urban Diamond Interchange

ubO Unified Development Ordinance

UNC University of North Carolina

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers

uU.S.C. United States Code

USCG United States Coast Guard
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USDA
usSDOT
USFWS
USGS
Vv/C
VMT
WABA
WB
WECAN
WNCA

United States Department of Agriculture
United States Department of Transportation
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey

Volume to Capacity Ratio

Vehicle Miles Traveled

West Asheville Business Association
Westbound

West End/Clingman Area Neighborhood
Western North Carolina Alliance
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